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TO THE 


PRESIDENTS, 
\iiCE - PRESIDENTS, 

AND OTHER 


GOVERNORS 


Of thofc well-intended Chatities, and benefi- 
cent Inftitutions 


The Afylum — Miferkordia — Mag- 
dalene — and Loch Hof pit al. 


T he Author of the following Treatife 
cannot fix on a more proper patron- 
age for a work of this kind, than that of 
thofe noble and honourable perf^ns, whofe 
companion on the mfiferies of the female fex, 
has led them to infiitute public charities for 
its prefervation and relief. 

As our lav.T are at prefent framed, women 
are expofed to ft’di4&ion,proJlitution, and ruin^ 
VoL. L a almoft 
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almoll: without controul ; — they feem tOi he 
looked upon as lawful prey to the lull:, trea- 
chery, cruelty, and mean artifices of licen- 
tious and profligate men, who can feducc 
and then abandon them at their will. 

That a want of good government amvng 
us in thefe refpedls, is one fource of all the, ',e 
evils, which your difintercfled and humq ic 
endeavours are intended to prevent or re- 
medy, is furely apparent on the llightcfl: 
confideration. 

A fyftcm of laws which leaves the horrid 
crime of adultery not only out of the lift of 
its capital pun^hments, but even exempts it, 
as a public offence, from any aniinadverfion 
whatfoever in our courts of criminal judi- 
cature, muft be attended wdth all thofe mif- 
chiefs that arife from the encouragement 
I which impunity affords to vice. 

The fame may alfo be obferved, with re- 
fpe<5l to the defencelefs ftate, in which the 
•weaker fex in general is left againft the 
Jironger'j fo that any man may feduce, and 
abandon at his pleafure, the unhappy and de- 
luded objedts of his brutal appetite. 


To 
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To exhibit a fyftem far different from this 
* — to fet forth the divine law as the contriv- 
ance of infinite wifdom, for the fecurity, 
peace, prefervation, and proteftion of the 
female fex, is the purpofe of the following 
pag^:. — Were this to be made the bafis of 
ou| ' municipal laws, it would prove an ade- 
qii Lte remedy for all thofe mifehiefs, w'hich, 
in ‘comparatively few inftances, can now 
orly find a partial palliation, from benevo- 
lence like yours, but which mufl:, in gene- 
ral, be ftill the portion of thofe, whom 
God’s law was formed to proted:. 

Many of you, my Lords and Gentle- 
men, are members of the Legislature ; 
and if, from what fliall be faid on the mat- 
ters treated in this book, they fhould become 
the fubjcdls of your ferious confideration in 
your legifiative capacity, the author will gain 
one defirable end of his labours. 

This furely muft be allowed — ^that, in 
point of fad, the alarming increafe of female 
profiitution and ruin, calls loudly for fbme 
remedy : the J'elfi- evidence of this, is the very 
foundation of thofe benevolent defigns, 

a 2 which 
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which diftinguifh the feveral public charities 
to which you fo generoufly contribute. 

Let Government adopt the JyJlem of hea- 
venly wifdom, which adorns the pages of 
the Sacred Volume, and it will find a 
remedy in its own hands — what that J)^9.em 
is, it has been the author’s mofi: ferious f i- 
deavour to enquire, and to recommend itiito 
all, but more efpecialiy to the confideratKDn 
of thofe, whofe care, expence, and vigilance, 
for the good of their fellow-creatures, has 
occafioned them the trouble of this addrefs 
from 

Their moft humble fervant. 

And ardent wcll-wifher to their good defigns. 


The author. 
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PREFACE 

TO THE 

E I R S T EDITION. 

fubjects of the following treatifc, 
■_ being of the utmoft importance, have 
conlidercd with the moft ferious atten- 
tion, and are laid before the reader on the 
higheft authority, that is to fay, on the au- 
thority of the holy fcriptures. 

Nothing lefs than this ought, or can, de- 
termine on the points herein treated, becaufc 
they concern, not only the prefent, but future 
welfare of mankind : thele, as taken in con- 
nedtion together, muft depend, firft, on know- 
ingy and then on doing the will of Goo. 
What His will is, can only be known from 
the feveral revelations, or difcoveries, which 
it hath gracioully plealed Him to make of it, 
by men, who fpake not of themfelves, but as they , 
were moved by the Holy Ghoji. 2 P^t. i. 21. 

To imagine that, without fuch revelation, 
mortals can underftand, or know the mind 
and will of God, is an abfurdity, even greater 
than to fuppofe we can know the thoughts 
of each other, without any declaration of 
them either by words or adtions. But to ad- 
mit the neceffity of a divine revelation, to • 
receive the fcriptures as that revelation, and* 
not to make them the only infallible rule and 
in all paatters which relate to the mind 
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and will of God therein revealed, is, fo far, 
to lay alide the revelation of God, to make 
it void and of none effe£l, and to place our- 
felves in no better lituation, than if no fuch 
difcovery of the mind and will of God had 
ever been vouchfafed us. 

Thus we rob God of His honour, by 
flighting His word, and thus are peoplylecl 
to fet up the determinations of human wifaci^m 
againfl: it, and expofe themfelves to be carf^ed 
about with every wind of doBrine, which ae 
folly and fuperftition of weak men, and tae 
wickednefs and craft of defgning men, may 
happen to invent. 

By fuch means it has been, that fo many 
errors of various kinds have found their way, 
in all ages, into the church, and have main- 
tained their empire over the minds of men. 
Long ufage has made them venerable — the 
prefcriptive power of cuflom has given them 
cftablilhment — and both thefe have prevailed 
on human legi/latures, to afford them the awful 
obligation of their moft folemn fandlions. 

It cannot want many arguments to prove, 
that fundry praBices, as well as opinions, 
which are found among the heathen nations, 
are. abhorrent from all our conceptions of 
propriety, decency, and even humanity it- 
felf — All thefe have but one fource — 'They 
do err, not knowing the fcriptures. 

Where 

^ I cannot forbear mentioning here that valuable, 
learned, and excellent work of John Leland^ D.D* on 
t^ie Advantage and Necejjity of the Chrijiian Revelations-^ 
vsl^herein that author hath, with a ftrength of judgment, 
and depth of learning and erudition peculiar to himfelf, 
fq proved his point, as to deferve the thanks of all v/ho 

kno'^ 
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Where revelation is received, yet if it be 
not adhered to as the only rule o£ faith and 
planners, and this unrefervedly, the opinions 
and practices of men will be as wide from 
the mind and will of God, as thole of the 
Heathen are. I might here inftance in the 
opinions and pradticcs of the P bar fees of old, 
as vf.ell as of many nations called Chrijiian^ 
ijT^more modern days, and who are members 
oiithat fociety of profeffing C hr firms which 
injblently and exclulively ftyles itfelf — “the 

'‘JHOLY APOSTOLICAL and CATHOLIC 

“/church” — amongft whom the moft de- 
vout are worfliipping a wooden god, which 
they call a crucifix^, and a breaden god, which 
they call the hoft ; and, befides thefe, they 
wcrlliip faints and angels, and many fuch like 
things they do. The foundation of all which 
is Hill one and the fame — Phey do err, not 
knowing the fcripturcs ; for though the Papifs 

know how to fet a juft value cm the feriptures, as well as 
ot thofe who would wifti to doit. This valuable author 
fays, “ It is the miglity advantage of a written revelation.^ 
that by an impartial confulting it, the deviations from 
it may be detected, and things may again be reduced 
to the original ftandard.’* Vol. i. p. 453. 

* This invention of the crucifix, or image of Chrift* 
on the crofs, is but old heathenifm new vamped. Maxi- 
mus Tyrius^ a Platonic philofopher, who was mafter to 
M* Antoninus.^ fays — ‘‘ The divine nature ftands not in 
need of images or ftatucs ; but the nature and condi- 
tion of man being very weak, and as far diftant from 
the Divinity as heaven is from earth, framed thefe 
figns for itfelf, and attributed to them the names and 
titles of the gods” — and he thinks that the Icgiflators 
aefted wifely in contriving images for the people. See 
Leland.^ vol, i. p. ^38. The wife men and philofopher^ 
pleaded for images as ncceflary helps to human infirmi- 
ty. Ib. 424. 

a 4 have 



PREFACE TO 


Viii 

have the feriptures, yet they do not adopt 
them as the only rule of faith and worfiip. 
fheir fear towards God is taught them by the 
doSirines and commandments of men*. If. xxix. 1 3 . 
which take place of the mind and will of 
God, as revealed in His holy word. 

Happy would it be, could we, reformed 
J^rfitejiants, clear ourfelves of this charge in 
all refpedts ! ' V 

To prove that we cannot, in fome pointSjof 
the utmoft confequence, is the purpofe of i.ie 
following pages ■, which, while the reacxr 

* Two of the articles in the famous creed of Pope 
Pius IV. are as follows : 

XIIL I moft firmly admit and embrace apoftolical nnd 
eccleftajitcal traditions, and all other obfervations 
and conflitutions of the one catholic and opoJloUc 
church* 

XIV. I do admit the holy feriptures in the fame fenfe 
thztholy Mother Church dothy whofe bufinefs it is to 
judge of the true fenfe and interpretation of them, 
and I will interpret them according to the unani- 
mous confent of the fathers. 

The Popifp canon law frequently affirms — that the 
church is above the feriptures* 

Ornnis qua nunc apud nos eji feriptura authoritas ah ec^ 
clefice authoripate necejfario dependet. — All the authority 
which we attribute to the feriptures, necefiarily dc- 
pends on the authority of the church.’^ Pighius de 
Hierar* EccL ^Lib. i. c. 2. EcciuSy in his Enchiridion de 
Authoritate EcclefteSy maintains — Ecclejiam effe feripturis 
antiquioreniy ^ feripturam non effe authentic am y nifi ecclefta 
authoritate* — Tne church is more antient than the 
feriptures, and the feriptures are not authentic, favc 
by the authority of the church/’ 

^ermannus goes farther, and affirms — Scriptures tan- 
turn valere quantum valent Mfopi fahulcCy niji accederet eccle- 
jta tejlimonium* — The feriptures are no more to be va- 
lued than Mfop' s Fahlesy unlefs it were for the tefti- 
** mony of the church.” See Hiji* of Poperyy vol. i# 
p. 214/ 

perufts. 
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perufes, I could wi£h him to weigh in the 
balance of the fan&uary, to lay his Bible be-- 
fore him, and to call every argument^ ob- 
fervation, and dodlrine, to the ftridlefl and 
moft fevere account, before that unerring 
tribunal. If he {hall find any thing that is 
wrong, or detedl any thing that is falfe, let 
him ^aeely fet it down to Author s account. 
Bu^ whatever he fliall find agreeable to, or 
elderly proved by, the word of God, let him 
• nof* liften to the lying teftimony of prejudice 
ovwulgar error againil it, but treafure it up 
in^is mind, for the direction of his own 
judgment and confcience, in all fituations and 
conditions of life. 

If the judgment be mif-led or mif-inform- 
ed, the more confeientious a man is, the far- 
ther will he be led into error, and the more 
firmly will he be attached to it ; therefore it 
is well for us to liften to the counfel of the 
wife ma7i — Prov. iv. 7. “ Wisdom is the 

principal thing, therefore get wisdom ; 

“ and with all thy getting get understand- 

“ ING.' 

As to differences, or even errors, (if mif- 
takes about indifferent matters can bg^o called) 
where mere outward forms are concerned, 
and thofe of human invention, the Author 
defires to think, and to let think, and where- 
foever the feriptures are filent, to be fo too. 
He does not efteem it worth his while to ex- 
pend a fingle drop of ink in fuch contro- 
verfies. He does not fuppofe, that, had he 
lived in the fecond century, when the Roman' 
?^nd Afatic Chriftians quarrelled about the 

keeping 
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keeping of Eiijler, and ran to fuch indecent 
lengths of animofity and difcord, as might 
jnake the very heathen blufh, he would have 
ventured a Angle fcratch of his finger, to have 
had it decided whether it was to be held “on 
“ the fourteenth day after the firfi; moon in 
“ the new year,” or “ on the fame fiated 
** day in every year,” or “ on the firfi; Siin~ 
** day after the firfi full moon.” All this 
rout was made to very little purpofe : and -bad 
the Author been weak enough to have ent^ped 
into the difpute, had he fided with the AJfl- 
ticst and been excommunicated by Pope Victor 
for his pains, it would not, according to his 
prefent notions, have given him a moment’s 
uneafinefs. 

But where the peace and well-being (I had 
almoft faid the very being) of focicty are con- 
cerned, where diforders, of the moft malig- 
nant kind, have infe«fi:ed the general mafs, 
to the dcftrucfiion of millions down to this 
moment, and threaten the dcftrudlion of mil- 
lions yet unborn, and thofe chiefly from 
among the moft defencelefs part of the hu- 
man fpecies ; when the luft, treachery, cru- 
el^ty, and villainy of men, are let loofe to 
ravage, as '’they can, on the weaknefs and 
credulity of helplefs women ; and when all 
this is apparently the effedl of abolifhing 
thofe parts of the divine law, which were 
evidently made to prevent it, and the intro- 
dudlion of a fyjiem of human invention is the 
means of its daily increafe ; too much can- 
not be faid to point out the caufe of the dif- 
eaje, and to lead to the remedy. The former 
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from the fubftitution of the wifdom of man^ 
in the place of the wifdoin of God the latter 
can only be difcovered and rendered effedlual, 
by reftoring the u'ifdom of God to its due 
place in our efteem, and by making it, as it is 
found revealed to us in the fcriptures, the 
bajis of our municipal laws — the line of our 
condudt — the rule of our obedience, 

Ferhaps fome may think, that there are 
pov»ts handled and difcuffed in this bookt 
- wl:|vch had better been left under the clouds of 
ob|curity which have longoverwhelmed them, 
ayl hidden them from vulgar obfervation, 
le^ difputes fhould be raifed, and abufes com- 
mitted by the perverfions of the evil and 
licentious. It is written concerning” the 
fcriptures themfelves, that, to fome they are 
the favour of life unto life*, and unto others 
the favour of death unto death. 2 Cor. ii. i6. 
And again — tliat the unlearned and unfable 
verefted the cpifles of Paul, as alfo the other 
fcriptures, to their owndflrudlion. 2 Pet. iii. i6. 
As therefore there is nothing in this book, 
which is not to be found in thole fcriptures, 
as to pohits above hinted at, the Author 
ventures it forth, confiding in Him who hath 
faid — As the rain co7neth doven, and the fnow 
from heaven, and returneth not thither, but wa- 
' tereth the earth, and tnaketh it bring forth and 
bud, that it may give feed to the Jbwer, and 
bread to the eater fo foall My word be, that 

Haurit lethiferum bufo de flore venenum, 

Quo mel nedlareutn fedula promit apes. 

At the fame flow’r the toad and bee may meet. 

That fuck the^ff^a — this ejehauft the fweet. 

5 goeth 



PREFACE TO 


xli 

goeth forth out of My mouth : it fall not return 
unto Me void, but it fall accomplif that which 
I pleafe, and it fall profper in the thing where^ 
unto I fent it. If. Iv. i o, 1 1 . 

He cannot be of the mind of Synfus the 
Platoniji, who was raifed to be a Bifop in 
the Chrifian church, but continued to be a 
determined Platoniji ; and had fo far imbibed 
the fpirit and dodirine of that fchool, to 
declare his fentiments thus — “ As darkne^' is 
** moft proper and commodious for tRofe 
“ who have weak eyes, fo I hold that^Kyej 
and fiSiions are ufeful to the people, a'o.d 
** that truth would be hurtful to thofe who 
are not able to bear its light and fplendor.” 
And he adds — “ If the laws of the church 
would difpenfe with it, that he would 
philofophize at home, and talk abroad in the 
common ftrain, preaching up the general 
and receivedyiz/^/ej'.” See note z, Leland, 
vol. ii. p. 344. 

The antientphilofopliers had an exotericiac^ 
trine — — which they openly taught 
to the people ; and an efoteric dodlrine — fVeo- 
Tspmv — which they taught privately to their 
leledl difciples, whom they let into the fecrets 

* Maximus Tyrius faith — that a lye is often profit-i 

able and advantageous to men, and truth hurtful.’* 
So Plaio^ and others of the the Stoics efpe- 
cially, who held that ‘‘ a wife man might make ufe of a 
“ lye for many conveniences and managements in life.” 
See Leland^ vol. ii. p. 220. Many of the early Fathers 
and ChrijHans adopted the fame principle, which has been 
called by the fofter term of pious frauds and would lye 
Jby wholefale — but this only for the good of the church— 
however, this has never been got rid of, as Popery can 
fully atteft. 5 ee Mojheim^ vol. i. p. 200. 

of 
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of their fcheme. It was a maxim among 
them, that “ it was lawful to deceive the 
“ people for the public good.” Ib. 342 — 3. 
So the fedt of Foe in China, have an exterior 
and interior dodlrine with regard to a future 
Jlate — they publicly preach it up to the peo- 
ple, but their interior dodlrine rejedls it. See 
Ib. 344, note z. 

Such is human prudence and wifdom ! — 
but'the droine wifdom faith — He that hath My 
■'Wotfl, let him /peak My word faithfully. Jer. 
xx^ii. 28. Fhere is nothing covered that Jhall 
noj be revealed ; and hid, that Jhall not be known. 
What I tell you in darknefs, that fpeak ye in 
the light } and what ye hear in the ear, that 
preach (nvipv^XTS, proclaim, publijhj upon the 
houfe-tops. Matt. x. 26, 27. Comp. Mark 
iv. 21, 22. Truth is like him that doeth the 
truth — it comet h to the light, that its deeds 
may be manifejl, that they are wrought in God. 
Error, like every one that doth evil, hateth the 
light, neither cometh to the light, lejl its deeds 
Jhould be reproved. John iii. 20, 21. 

God never revealed any thing but that it 
Ihould be known. When men want to con- 
ceal any part of divine revelation from the 
knowledge of others, it is too 'frequently 
with a purpofe of preventing the detedlion 
of fome errors in human fyjiems, which, from 
feme finifter view or other, they dread the 
difeovery of. Thus the church of Rome, 
jealous of the light of feripture, knowing 
that the whole dominion of popes and pri^s 
over the underllandings and confciences of 
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the laity is founded in ignorance, kedp, as 
far as they can, the fcriptures out of their 
hands. 

Others there are, who, from well-meant, 
but miftaken, zeal, for principles which they 
have been taught to venerate, dread that thefe 
Ihould be attacked ; as thinking the caufe of 
religion itfelf, is involved with the fuppqfed 
truth of what they are accuftomed to belifye» 
There can be no doubt, that when our ire- 
formers firft attacked the Pope’s fuprema:y, 
the worfhip of the Virgin Mary, the celi^cy 
of priejls, and other pious lyes and forgerii'S 
of the chttrch of Rome, many devout and zca-* 
lous people thought, that religion itfelf was, 
like the ark of old, i Sam. iv. jo, j i. about 
to be delivered into the hands of the * Fhi~ 
lifines j and cried out, like Micah, when the 
Danites took away his Levile and his Tera- 
phim- — Te have taken aivay my gods 'which I 
made, and the prief — and what have I more t 
See fudges xviii. 24. 

If there be any thing in the Bible which 
ought to be concealed, it would be no very 
• hard matter to prove, that it ought never to 
have been revealed. But as it often happens 
with private individuals, that they are afraid 
of looking too narrowly into the feripture, 
for fear of meeting with fomething to lhake 
their preconceived opinions and prejudices ; 

* In 1547, Gardiner, Billiop of Winchfefter, faid,- 
“ that he thought the removing images, was on defigrt 

to fubvert religim and the fate of the vaarld.". — Burnet, 
Preface to Hift. Ref. vol. ii. p. ii. 
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fo is it with all public and national JyJietns. 
As thefe have been fafliioned by human con- 
trivance, they are not, for very obvious rea- 
fons, over-fond of too narrow a fcrutiny on 
the lingle footing of divine revelation ; left, 
as they are formed like the feet of the image 
in Nebuchadnezzar ^ dream, which were part 
of iron, and part of clay -, fo thefe being com- 
pofeS of the heterogeneous riiixture of divine 
velfdoni and human contrivdnte, a too curious 
invelfigator ftiould, like the stone there 
men honed— upon them, dtid break them to 
pi eels. 

The Author of the following fheets pro- 
fefles himfelf a Free-thinker ; not in the 
ufual fenfe of that word, as W'hat he has 
wTitten muft abundantly teflify, but as an 
aftertor of that right, which every reafonable 
creature is invefted whth, to fearch, think, 
judge for himfelf. He therefore has en- 
deavoured to lay fome points, which he can- 
not but efteem of the utmoft confequence, 
before the world, that others may exercife 
their privilege as the Author hath done his. 

As for the abufe which any fubjedt herein 
treated may be liable to — What is nqj: abufed? 
What in nature, providence, or revelation, 
has not been abifed and perverted to fome 
vile purpofe or other? The very gosEel of 
PEACE hath been abufed, to fandtify fraud, 
violence, oppreflion, and perfecution — - to 
juftify maffacres, tortures, murders, even to 
men’s roafing alive their fellow-creatures, 
land thinking they did God fervice ! infomuch 
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that, were we to judge of the great Heab* 
of our holy religion, by the abvfe which has 
been made of His authority, we fhould in- 
vert what He fays, Luke ix. 56. and imagine, 
that He came not to save men’s lives, but to 
DESTROY them. Even the grace of our God 
has been, and is by many, turned into lafci- 
vioUfnefs. (See Jude iv.) But what does all 
this prove ? Nothing but the ignorance, 
perverfenefs, cruelty, and wickednefs o'? hu- 
man nature j and that corruptio optimi pef- 
fima : but it does not prove, that the God 
of heaven, who forefaw and foreknew *^11011 
abufes, fliould not have revealed His mind '.'.nd 
will to mortals ; nor that any part of that re-*- 
velation ihould be concealed, fupprefled, or 
hidden from the eyes of men, for fear of its 
being abufed. For this may be taken as a 
certain rule, that no abufe of the feriptures 
ever yet happened from a real underftanding 
and knowledge of their contents, but from 
an ignorance, either in ourfelves, or impofed 
on us by the defign and artifice of others. 

The grand queftion to be tried is, “ whe- 
“ ther a system, filled with obligation and 
** refponfibility , of men to women, and of 
** women to men, even unto death itfelf, 
** and this eftablilhed by infinite wisdom, 
** is not better calculated to prevent the ruin 
of the female fex, with all its horrid con- 
** lequences, both to the public and indivi- 
“ duals, than a system of human contri- 
** Vance, where neither obligation nor reJpon~ 
** fbility are to be found, dther of men to 

“ women» 
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women, or of women to men, in inftances 
‘‘ of the moft important concern to bcthf but 
“ more efpecially to the weaker fex 
^ The whole of the evidence on both hdes 
is faithfully collected, and laid open, without 
any referve or difguile, in this book — let 
every reader look upon himfelf as impan- 
nelled on the jury — let him impartially 
heasken to the caufe — and a true verdiki give 
accgvding to the evidence. 
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PREFACE 

T O T H E 

SECOND EDITION; 

N Otwithftanding the difadvantages un\JeF 
which this work has laboured, zfeccnd 
edition has long been called for, and now 
makes its appearjince, in as expeditious a 
manner as the neceflary delay of printing 
would permit. 

The author would therefore fain hope, 
that the book has made its way by dint of 
that intrinfic truth which it contains — the 
importance of the fubjedts treated — the im- 
portant ends propofed — and that conformity 
to the oracles of God, which it profeffedly 
makes the bafis of its contents. 

A work which militates againft the re- 
ceived notions, long cujloms, and inveterate 
prejudices of mankind, can expert but little 
quarter from the world in general, and, of 
courfe, but little of that fort of candor, 
which is fliewn to performances of authors 
who write on xhs. popular fide of a queftion. 
—•This was fully experienced at the Refor- 
mation 
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kiation — when Luther, and others, publifhed 
againft the ridiculous fopperies and grofs vil- 
lainies of Popery, they had ’volumes written 
Againft them, in which they were reprefented 
in every odious light imaginable. — They 
were “ heretics — antichrijls— factors for the 

devil” — and, in fhort, all that was bad ■, — • 
but the abufe of their adverfaries had one 
go®d effect — it proved how much at a lofs 
the/e w^ for fair argument, grounded on 
fcripture-evidence, and how little able they 
were to meet their opponents with the weapons 
oh a fpiritual warfare. (See 2 Cor. x. 4.) 
Sildom does abufe ferve any better purpofe in 
cjpntroverfy , than to create a very Ifrong pre- 
lumption, that thofe who give it have no- 
thing better on their fide, and therefore are 
in the wrong, and that thofe who receive it 
are, therefore, in the right. 

With regard to the article of abufe of on 
author, if it be of perfonalX^xw^, let him fet 
it down as fo much gained ; if it lights upon 
his book, let the book anfwer for itfelf, and 
if it cannot do this, let him fet down the 
abufe which it meets with, as what it de~ 
ferves. 

Another expedient, which fome A'/V/Vihave 
ufed to depreciate a work, is, to feparate fome 
given fubjeSi from the reji, deftroy its con- 
nedlion with the main argument, and then, 
by fcledling, in like manner, detached fen- 
tences or paragraphs, make thcfe appear to 
their readers in a light not only different 

b 2 from 
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from the author’s intention, but diametri- 
cally oppofite to his whole meaning. 

Owing to this it has been, that the fubjedl 
of polygamy has been feledted, and the indlf- 
criminate praBicc of it faid to be recommended 
by the author of "Tbelypbtbora. To guard 
againft this, in the plain and exprefs man- 
ner which he has done (vol. ii. p. 174 — 177. 
20 0, and n, and 335, n.) he is forry to find was 
to li'a'C purpofe : thefe pafiages ’.vere Ov?er- 
iook'oi, 'Ahether intentionally or not, is to be 
l<‘ii to thofe who beft know. However, let 
tile whole that the author has written von 
the fubjedl be taken fairly and candidly t»>- 
gether, and it will appear, that nothing moi>e 
is faid, than is warranted by Jiriptiirv, nature i' 
and reafon, and to prove that the indijeriminats 
prohibition of it in all cafes, however cir- 
cumftanced — which is no wliere warranted by 
the law of God — is one fource oi public pro jii- 
tution — which, MonteJ'quieu truly fays, “ may 
“ be looked upon as the greatefi: of misfor- 
“ tunes in a popular Hate.” 

I know no book, the Bible itfeif not ex- 
cepted,. which may not be abufed by partial 
quotation j — and by that which is one conlc- 
quer.ee eff it, mijreprefentation. — We may 
prove atheij'm on David, as having faid. Pi’, 
xiv, I . Dbere is no God ; — a recommendation of 
dr'unkennefs from Pf. civ. 1 5. where he fays. 
Wine maketb glad tbe heart of ma 7 i j — or wc 
mayfuppofc, that the prophet Ifaiah,^nd the 
apoftle Paul, meant to encourage the licen- 
tioufnefs of a Scavoir vivre club — by faying 

’—Dei 
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*—Let us eat and drink, for to-morrow we die. 
If. xxii. 1;^. I Cor. xv. 32. 

^ Something like the d[fingenuoufnefs which 
“Vould attend fuch proofs as thcfe, has at- 
tended the mifreprefentation of the author’s 
treating polygamy. — He has maintained its 
forming a part of the divine plat i, which was 
•fo evidently calculated for the prefervation of 
the feiuide fex from defection and projiitution — 
buf by a^i7r/ only of what is faidon thefub- 
jed^ being taken, and placed in another point 
of view, he is accufed of recommending po- 
lygamy 2.% an indiferiminate praBicCy to the fub- 
^rfion of the peace and domeftic happinefs of 
f:vcry family in the kingdom — an idea as foreign 
from his purpofe, as it was from the Apojile’^ 
(r Tim. v. 23.) to make ’timothy a wine- 
hibber (oivototvic ) — See Prov. xxiii. 2C. Matt, 
xi. 19. — when he exhorted him to — drink 
no longer water, but to ufe a little wine for his 
llomaclj s fake, and his often infirmities. Thus 
polygamy is mentioned in no other light, 
throughout this treatife, but as expedient in 
fome cafes, -f- necefary in others, to prevent 
mifehiefs of an infinitely more deplorable 
kind, both to individuals in particular, and 
to the public in general, than can poffibly 
arife from evei'y man’s being obliged to keep, 
maintain, and provide for, as the feripture 
has commanded, the women he jcduces — but 
in order to this, its Ijwfnlnefs mull be proved, 
for if it be difallow^ed of God — there is an 
end of all queftions upon the fubjedt, and we 

* See vol. ii. p. 178. 

f See Exod. xxii. i6. Deut. xxii. 28, 29. 

b 3 
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muft fit down contented under the prefent 
ruinous flate of things, which is every day 
increafing the licentioufnefs of our men, the 
deftruftion of our women, and the * depopu- 
fation of the land. 

As for partial and unfair reprefen tation, it 
has been an ufual way of injuring arguments 
which do not eafily admit of plain and fair 
anfwers. ' 

Thus the Papijls ferved Erafm'us, on ‘'his 
publifhing his “ Tranjlation and Paraph, -af 
on the New Teflament.” A great clam*' 
was raifed againfi: him by the faculty of div 
nity at Paris, as before at Bajil-, and Nc- 
“ tails Bedda, a dodtor of divinity, who wa; 
at that time Syndic of the faculty, colledled 
feveral propoiitions, which, as to the full 
import and general fenle of them, were 
“ lame and impcrfedt, being feparated from 
what went before, and from what fol- 
lowed after, and thereby might be taken 
in an ill fenfe whereas, if they were red 
“ with what went before, and what fol- 
lowed after, it would be found they were 
“ found and orthodox.” And thus at length 
a decree was palled againfl; him, and “ thofe 
doSlors Vko were on the fide of Erafmus, 
were obliged to hold their peace, left, by 

We \ycrc lately told, in one of the public prints, 
how truly I cannot fay, that — a noble Lord ftated in 
the Moufe of Commons, with his ufual accuracy, that 
the decreafc of people in this country, within thefe 
lafl 90 years, has been one million eight hun- 
DR ED THOUSAND.” SuFcly this muft be an exag- 
geration— but yet it might be worth while to examine 
into the increafe or decrease of the people. 
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fpeaking their thoughts freely, they (hould 
beccme odious, and their lives be made 
** uneafy.” See Du Pin, Cent. i6. p. 
267 — 8. Eng. I'ranjl. 

What Erafmus wrote on the treatment 
which he met with from many quarters, on 
account of his publication, deferves our no- 
tice, as containing a proper admonition to 
tht)li»i^ho condemn, becaufe they read with 
pfejudice^ and to thofe who are profligate 
enfeugh to condemn, without reading at all. 

Sic oportet ad librum legendum acce- 
“ dere leftorem, ut folet ad convivium con- 
viva civilis. Convivator annititur omnibus 
fatisfacere : & tamen liquid apponitur, 
quod hujus aut illius palato non refpon- 
deat, urbane vel diflimulant, vel probant 
“ etiam, ne quid con trident convivatorem. 

Quis enim eum convivam ferat, qui tan- 
“ tiim hoc animo veniat ad menfam, ut car- 
“ pens quae apponuntur, ne vcfcatur ipfe, 

** nec alios vefei linat ? 

“ Et tamen his quoque reperias incivi- 
liores, qui palam, qui fine fine damnent 
“ ac lacerent opus, quod nunquam legermt. 

“ Atque hoc fane faciunt quidam, qui fe 
“ Chrifliance pietatis dodlores prdfitentur, & 

“ religionts antiflit es ; cum fit plus quam fy^ 

“ cophant'cum, damnare quod nefeias.” 

As I ha/e too much reafon to think that 
fome of the unlear 7 icd, as well as the leaJ'ned, 
ftand much in need of being acquainted with 
the above, I will give it in Engliflo. 

A reader Ihould come to the perufal 0/ 
b 4 ‘‘a 
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** a book, as a courteous gueft comes to a 
** feaft. The giver of the feaft does his en- 
** deavour to fatisfy all; yet, if any thing bC 
“ brought to table, which may not br 
agreeable to the palate of this or that per- 
“ fon, they politely diflemble their diflike, 
or even approve, rather than grieve him 
‘‘ who has invited them. For who could 
bear with that gaeft, who comes to the 
** table only with a difpofition to iind ftuJt 
and neither to partake himfelf, nor fu-iff . 
others to partake of the entertainment ? 

Yet you may find others more uncivil 
than thefe, who openly, and without enCK 
will condemn and tear a work to piecesl 
“ which they have never red. And jbme do\ 
“ this, who profefs themfelves teachers of 
Chrijlian piety, and eminent * profejfors of 
“ religion. Whereas, to condemn that of 
“ which you are ignorant, is beyond the 
?' bafenefs of the -j- ha fe/l informer.” 

I could eafily make fome Jlri^iires on the 

^ Aniifles properly denotes a chief priej}^ prelate^ or 
lijhop : but js al fo ufed for any man eminent among 
( others. Ainsworth. 

Erofmus probably ufed it in the foi'mer fenfe, Tho 
author ufes it in the latter^ for a reafon which fome of 
his readers have more caufe, than he wifhes they had, to 
fee the propriety of. 

t Sycophantuum., rendered literally, would afford no 
information to the unlearned reader j the term is therefore 
paraphrafed^ in fuch a manner, as to give an idea of the 
fort of people which the Greeks called Sycophants^ and, of 
courfc, what Erafmus means by Sycophanticum* For the 
derivation and meaning of Sycophants among the Atkc'- 
Kiansy fee Qhamhers* 

^bovc 
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above paflage, but I forbear faying any more, 
than Erafmus has faid for me. 

- I would recommend it, however, to all, 
■Sl^ho have, or thall criticifc on this work, to 
be very certain they underjland it; for I have 
a flirewd fufpicion, that this has not been the 
cefe with all its readers-, perhaps I might 
n'lme fome highly-rcfpsdied characters, that 
havtJafign foremojl in very unbecoming language 
relative ^certain fubjeBs of it. If thoj'e fub- 
\. 7 )' are not treated, in a direCt confonance 
't'!*!'' the/<2U' of God, as revealed byM^’j-,they 
have my free liberty to fay what they pleafe; 
^t otherwife, let them take care, lell their 
jt/V, raillery, and pious farcafms, do not ulti- 
mately tend to vilify and ridicule the God 
that made them — \ct them beware, left that 
quedion, once put on a very ferious occahon, 
be not put to them, in an hour when they 
will find more difficulty, than they feem at 
prefent aware of, to anfwer it — Whom hnji 
thou reproached and blafphemed t And agaivjl 
whom hajl thou exalted thy voice, and lifted up 
thine eyes on high ? even againji the Holv One 
OF Israel. 2 Kings xix. 22. Let them re- 
member, that He will not only convince the 
ungodly, of the hard fpeeches, which they have 
fpoken againji Him, (jude xv.) but, fooner or 
later, will deal with perfons of a more decent 
charaSler, and whofe fayings have borne the 
Jem b lance of religious zeal, after their folly, in 
that they have not fpoken of Hm the thing that 
is right. See Job xlii. 8 . 

As to the Ladies, who, I am told, are av-> 

tremeTy 
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tremely difpleafedt I hope I have too much 
good manners, to prefume to enter into any 
controverfy with them ; only I would reconf- 
mend to them alfo, a very ferious attention to 
what is faid in the preceding paragraph — and 
to take great care, that their ohjeBions do not 
fall on Him, who knew the fituation He hfid 
placed them in, when He made His laws for 
the protedlion of their frail fijiers hin 

and dcftrudlion. — They will, however, perfnit 
me to affure them, that if the author \i-xd found 
any thing in the divine atconomy, which tended 
to fupport the pride of one part of the fex, at 
the expence of the ruin and projiitution of tip 
other, he would mofl: faithfully have declareV 
it j and if his fair readers fhould fearch the^ 
feriptures with an intent of finding fome fuch 
thing, he would very earneftly caution them, 
on whom they lay the blame of the difappoint- 
inent which will moft certainly attend their 
enquiries. 

The additions which have been made in 
this edition, are fuch, as tend to elucidate the 
pafiages where they occur, and to fhew the 
refpedl and attention, which the author moft 
gratefully ^ays, to any pertinent and candid 
obfervations, which have fallen in his way. 

I now conclude this Preface, with the con- 
tents of a paper which I received from a very 
refpedtable Clergyman, who was candid enough 
to let his prejudices fubmit to his judgment, 
and had honejiy enough to own it. 

The following ^eries contain fj accurate 

epitome of the work, and are fo much to 

3 
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the purpofe, as to fave the author the trouble 
of introducing them, with any farther remarks 
^atfoever. 

" “ As the fubjed: of a late publication, en- 
“ titled “ Thelyphthora ; or, a Treatife on 
“ Female Ruin,” &c. “ is much mifunder- 
“ |ftood, and mifreprefented by many people, 
^‘/who haye, fome of them, never read it 
and the reft but partially, and not 
“ ^ithoui prejudice, and therefore oppofe 
“ i^j ’tis judged beft to fend its oppofers 
'* the following ^ejltons, for them to an- 
fwer : the doing of this, ’tis tho^rght, will 
bring the matter to a point, enter upon 
*1 particulars, and be a means to difcover 
' * where, and with whom, truth is, and 
where, and with whom, error is. 

“ I . Are the mifchievous, fliocking crimes 
“ of whoredom, fornication, and adultery, 
“ got to an enormous and increafing height, 
“ in th is land, and is the land defiled and 
“ deluged by them, or not? and is the frown, 
“ or curfe of God upon the land, or is it 
“ not? 

“ 2. Is it needful, and is it our bounden 
“ duty, to cry aloud againft thefe God- 
“ provoking, and nation-ruining fins, and 
“ to feek a remedy againft this monftrous 
“ evil, or is it not ? 

“ 3. Is there any thing deftrudlively hor- 
“ rible in the lives, and any thing fliockingly 
dreadful in the deaths of abandoned wo- 
“ men, alias, common proftitutes, or is' there 
not ? 

“ 4. What 
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“ 4. What number^ how many thoufands 
** are there of thefe miferable creatures in 
“ our land ? and have they any evil cffedt on 
** the male fex, or not ? 

“ 5. Do our laws, as they now ftand, 
“ hinder this ruinous evil, or do they not ? 
“ and can they, or can they not ? ^ 

“ 6. Do our laws encourage, or difcc.i- 
“ rage, honourable marriage, or c^.i.l;>f'/'> ? 
“ encourage, or difcourage popuLiion ? j 
“ 7. Do our laws, in any cafes, put a^’un- 
“ der thofe, whom God has joined togethc. 
and kicep together thofe, whom He has 
ordered to be put afunder, or do they 
“ not ? 

“ 8. Is there any remedy at all fpoken of 
“ in God’s word, againft the great evil of 
lewdnefs and if there be, what is that 
“ particular remedy ? 

“ 9. Does God, in His word, order, that 
“ whores, adulterers and adulterefles ihall 
“ ht put to death y or does He not ? See Le- 
“ viticus XX. 10. Deut. xxii. 21, 22. 

“ lo. In particular inftances of fome per- 
fons injuring others, does God, in his 
“ word, enjoin any recompence that the in- 
“ jurers and offenders fhall make the injured, 
“ or does He not ? 

II. Are fome of our laws, in this land, 
“ framed upon the Divine laws, in the above- 
“ m.entioncd particular, and do they inflict 
“ punifliment on fome tranfgreflbrs and of- 
“ fenders, in any cafes, according to the 
fpirit of the divine laws, or not ? 


12. Is 
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“ 12. Is thtrt zny particular Ttcom^tncn: 
“ that God, in his word, orders an unmar- 
“ vied man to make a virgin whom he has 
defiled, or is there not ? and if there be, 
“ w'hat is it ? See Exodus xxii. i6, 17. 
“ Deut. xxii. 28,^9. 

“ 13. Is there any particular recompence 
“/that a married man is enjoined to make the 
“(.liir^in, whom he has defiled, or is there 
“ not ? if there be, what is it ? Is the vir- 
“ ^n, in the above cafe, to receive a recom- 
“ pence, and the virgin, in this, to receive 
“ none, and to be abandoned ? See the above 
“ feriptures. 

■ “ 14. Is our marriage-ceremony, in the 
church, fo of the eflence of marriage as- to 
conjiitute marriage; and, therefore, none 
“ are married in God’s fight, but what are 
“ joined together, by a prieft, with that ce- 
“ remony ? 

“ 15. Is the marriage of the people called 
“ ^lakers, in this land, marriage in God’s 
“ fight ? and alfo according to our laws ^ 

“ 16. Were the marriages performed by 
“ juftices of the peace, in the laft century, 
“ for eighteen years together, marriages in 
“ God’s fight, and according to cwr laws ? 

“ 17. In what way, or by what form, were 
“ all thofe people of old joined together, 
“ whofe marriages are recorded in feripture- 
“ hiftory ? 

“ 18. In what )yay, or by what form 
** were Chriftians married for upwards of a 

“ thoufand. 
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** thoufand years immediately after the birth 
** of Chrift. 

19. Was our church marriage-cere- 
** mony the confequence of Pope Innocent 
the 3d, putting marriage, as a facrament, 
“ into the hands of Popilh priefts, or was 
it not ? 

“ 20. What reafons can be affigned .’or 
** God’s permitting fo many people^ pr,i, 
particularly, fome of his dixllnguified 
** faints of old, to live allowedly in. the 
pradtice of Polygamy ^ and to die, with- 
“ out ever reproving them, calling them 
to repentance, (if it was a Jin ) and with- 
** out their ever expreffing any forrow fer 
** it, and Ihewing any evidences at all of 
** their repentance? And if God’s word be 
“ the rule of our conduft, and if the ex- 
** ample of thefe faints be written for our 
** learning, what are we to learn from them, 
refpedting their polygamy ? 

“ 21. If thefe faints of old lived and died 
** in Jint by living and dying in the allowed 
pradtice of polygamy, what is the na 7 ne of 
“ the fin ? By what term is it to be diftin- 
“ guiflied ? Was it adultery ? or, whore- 
dom ? or, fornication ? Was their com- 
** merce licit or illicit ? What command- 
** ment did they fin againfl; ? Were they 
** adulterers, whoremongers, or fornicators ? 

** What does the feripture-hifiory of the 
lives and deaths of thefe faints teach us to 
** call this their pradtice ? 


22. Were 
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22. Were Hannah, and Rachel, and 
(after Uriah’s death) Bathflieba, whores or 
adultereffes ; or, were they lawful and ho- 
“ noured wives ? How are they fpoken of, 
“ and how were they treated, as the fcrip- 
ture-hiftory informs us ? 

“ 23. Were Jofeph, Samuel, and Solo- 
“ ymon, haftards, or honourable legitimate 

* 7 ^ons ? In what character were they fpo- 
“^en of rmd treated ? Did God fhew favour 
“ \ them, or dillike of them ? 

“ 24. Were not Hannah, Rachel, and 
“ Bathflieba, whores, or adultereffes ; and 
“ Jofeph, Samuel, and Solomon, baffards, 
“ according to the /aws of our landf 

• “ 2?. Are there any things unfcriptural, 
as well as impolitic, in the late adt of Par- 

“ liament for the preventing clandeftine 
“ marriages, and if there be, what are they, 
“ and why ? And why did half the Houfe of 
“ Lords, fave one fingle voice, move for a 
“ repeal of this adt ? 

“ 26. In what way can a ftop be put to 
“ thefe following ruinous, deteftable, hor- 
“ rible, and national evils; namely, brothel- 
keeping, murdering of infants by feduced 
“ women ; pregnant virgins committing of 
“ fuicide; medicine-taking to procure abor- 
“ tion ; the venereal difeafe; fedudtion ; prof- 
** titution ; whoredom ; adultery ; and all 
** the deplorable evils accompanying and fol- 
“ lowing the mifehievous fin of lewdnefs in 
“ this land? If God’s law refpedling the 
** commerce of the fexes, was obferved, and 

“ if* 
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if the laws of our land were to enforce 
** that, might we not e'xpedl His bleffing oh 
“ fuch means ufed to accomplilh fo needed 
and dcfirable an end ? 

“ 27. On fuppofition that polygamy be a 
pradtice difallowed of God, is the other part 
“ of the fcheme for preventing the horrible 
“ evils of lewdnefs in our land, fcripturalcnd 
“ pradlical, or not ? , . 

“ 28. Is the delign and aim of the hook 
“ to hinder lewdnefs, and its deplorabfe ef- 
“ fedts, or not ? 

“ After thefe queftions are anfwered, not 
“ in a trifling, fuperficial, and merely fpe- 
“ cious and declamatory manner, but in a 
“ full, plain, fair, fcriptural, and reafonable 
“ manner ; and the anfwers are open ana 
honeft, free from paltry fubterfuge, and 
all deceiving equivocation, and refervation, 
“ and all the anfwers are founded on truth 
“ and fadls, we fliall then notice what the 
“ confequences will be of fuch a right mode 
“ of anfwering thefe queftions; and fo find 
out, whether the arguments in Thelyph- 
“ thora” be fcriptural, reafonable, and defen- 
“ fible, or not whether the fcheme in that 
** book has a good or a bad tendency; whether 
to be reprobated, or received; and whether 
the friends and abettors of it are friends 
“ or foes to their country ? the caufe of God ? 
“ the temporal, fpiritual, and eternal wel- 
fare of their fellow-creatures ?’' 
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J T R O D U C T I O N. 

T o call in queftion the truth of long- 
received opinions, is a fort of employ- 
ment which few chufe to be engaged in; 
not only from the natural indolence and fu- 
pinenefs of the human mind, but from the 
reception which fuch attempts are likely to 
meet with from the generality, who are al- 
ways jealous of whatfoever may feem an at- 
tack on principles which have the fandlion of 
antient cujlom ; and from thence, even of laws 
themfelves, for their fupport. 

We need but look* back to the times of 
the Reformation, in order to fee this abun- 
dantly 

* If we carry our refearches into the hiftory of the 
Heathen world, we fhall find that it was an ^ftabliflied 
maxim adopted by Plato, and in which all the other 
philofophers without exception concurred, that every 
nation fhould worfliip the gods according to the efta- 
blilhedlaws and cuftoms, to which alfo every private 
“ perfon in his own pra6tice ought to conform.” By 
this artifice of the devil (who is emphatically ftyled the 
god of this world, that blinds the minds of mcn,^^ 2 Cor. 
iv. 4.) not only the Heathen world, but a great part of 
the Chrijlian world, hath been enllaved in chains of error 

VoL. I. B 
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dantly verified. Our Reformers no fooriet 
began the falutary work of enquiry after 
truthy and its infallible confequence, the 
deteilion of error, than the whole Cbrijlian 
worldy fo called, was in arms againfl them. 
Councils were fummoned, fnods held, and 
their fentences were, in fubllance, what that 
of the “ meuy brethreUy and fathers," of jthe 
fews was againfl that fuppofed innova^ or, 
Raul of farfus, when they laid, “ Anadf^ioith 
fuch a fellow from the earthy for it is not fit that 
be Jbould live." Adis xxii. 22. 

When Paul and Silas were apprehended, 
and carried before the magiflrates at Philippi, 
the charge againfl them ran in the following 
terms : — ‘Phefe men, being fews, do exceed- 
ingly trouble our city, and teach cufioms which 
are rwt lawful for us to obferve, being Romans fi 

But why was it not lawful for the Romans 
to obferve what Paul had been teaching ? 
Becaufe of the contrariety of the Roman laws 


and delirfiorn. On the footing of this maxim it was, 
that when Socrafesj who was the wifeil: of ihtt phtlofophersy 
attempted to awaken his countrymen to a more rational 
and fpiritual fenfe of divine things than they had been ac- 
cuftoraed to, he was accufed at Athens by Anyius and. 
Melitusy that he did not believe thofe to be gods 
which the city believed, and that he introdttced other 
new gods” — for this he was put to death. How many 
Chrijiians have been put to death on a fimilar principle, 
let the annals of thofe declare who are now crying. How 
hngy 0 Loro, holy and true^ doji ihon not judge And avenge 
eur bhod on them that dwell on the earth ! Rev. vi. 10. 
So Cicero binds it as a duty upon the people tofbl- 
low the religion of their anceftors.” Cie. de Leg, 
lib. ii, c. familiet patrumquf, JervanU* 

S *nd 
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ahd flipet’ftitibns to Golj’s Wotd—fbr a like 
reafon, the Reformers taught things which it 
was not lawful for the fubjedts of this king- 
dom to obfer^e^ becaufe the fyftem of the 
laws of chufch and ftate were oppofite to the 
Bible — and, as far as they are fo ftill, fo far 
wi'l a writer againft them be deemed no bet- 
te: than a troubler of the landy and a teacher 
Ksi^vfoms which it is not lawful /c>r us to 
obj^e. He likewifeftands fair for being called 
one of thofe, who would turn the world up- 
fide down. See Adis xvi. 20, 21. xvii. 6. 

Had not hut her quarrelled with Pope 
Leo X, and brought himfelf into difficult and 
dangerous circumftances, it is not impoflible 
hut that the light of that great r former had 
remained hidden under the * bujheloi monkery. 
However, it pleafed God to order it other- 
wife, and, in his gracious providence, to 
over-rule Luther’s fituation, for the invefti- 
gation and promulgation of the faith once de- 
livered to the faints. Jude 3. This extraor- 
dinary man was led to fearch, think, and 
judge for himfelf j and (drawing his artillery 
from the inexhauflible arfenal of the holy 
fcriptures) firft to -f- attack, and then to over- 
throw, 

* Matth. V. 15. 

t I would obferve, that ^ohn JVtckliff'e, an Englijh- 
matif educated at Oxford in tlie reign of Edward III. 
has the honour of being the firft perfon in Europe who 
publickly^called in quellion, and boldly refuted, thofe 
doiSrines, which had pafTed for certain during fo many 
ages. Guth. Gram, vol.i. 247. For this he was forely 
perlecuted during his life; and after his death, his bones, 
which had been buried forty-one years, were dug up 

B 2 and 
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throw, errors, which had been received as 
the mod: facred truths for ages, and which 
had been maintained, by every fupport, 
which the credulity and fuperftition of man- 
kind, aided by laws and powers ecclejiajlical 
and ciiiil, could give them. 

From whence I would infer, that no opi- 
nions or doctrines whatfoever, receive any 
conclujive proof of their truth, from tlje f f- 
frages of men, however wife, learned,'' or 
however fupported by human maxims, cujtoms, 
or laws. To take it for granted, that truth 
mud: be where there are thefe fupports, is at 
once to give up our privilege of enquiring 
and judging for ourfelves ; and, if fo, we 
might as well have been born without reafon 
and judgment as with them. Upon fuch a 
principle as this, a Mohammedan has as good 
* a reafon for the truth of the Koran, as we 
have for the truth of the Bible -, for the former 
hath as much the cujioms and laivs of 'Turkey 

for 

and burned. This by a folemn decree of the council of 
Conjiance. See Fox’s Martyrs, vol. i. 529. He was 
the firft tranflator of the New Teftament from the Laiin 
Vulgate into Englijh. He died about j 387. Jortiii Rem. 
vol. V. p. 479 — 80. 

* So had the antient Heathen for the truth of their 
fyftems. Many of t\it phi lofophers actually refolve all 
moral obligations into merely human laws and conjUtu- 
tions\ making them the only meafure of right and wrong, 
good and evil ; fo that if the people had a mind to be in- 
itrufled what they fhould do or forbear, they fent them 
to the laws of their feveral countries, and allowed them 
to do whatfoever was not forbidden by thofe laws. Le- 
land^ vol. ii. 81, 82. Plato is for people’s worfllip- 

ping the gods appointed by the laws of the Hate, and 
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for Its fupport, as the latter has thofe of 
'England. Idolatry at Pekin (fays a late 
“ writer) Mohammedifm at Conjiantinople, Po- 
** pery at Romet and orthodoxy at Wejiminjlert 
will be all equally right. Theearth will turn 
“ round in Pngland, and ftand ftill in Italy ; 
“ and our holy religion will be true in Eu- 
“ rope, but an arrant falfehood throughout 
‘VI the continent of AJia." Humanum eji 
erfe^e, is too true refpedling every man and 
all men, as fallible creatures. Churches and 
councils, as well as other communities are 

therefore 

“ in the manner there prefcribed.” Ib. p. iig. notg,p. 
So before him Pythagoras^ 

[JLiv •jrpeJJa, NOMQ HS AIAKEITAI 
SsCk.— 

Firft the immortal gods, as is hy laiv ordain 
Worfhip. 

When was about to publifli his edition of the New 

Teftament, he was forely abufed, for prefuming to amend 
the text^ by correcting fome blunders in the commonly-re- 
ceived readings — and, in his account of the arguments of 
his oppofers, fays, among others, ^uidam hlc nobis tradunt 
Lejbiam regulaniy ut id habeatur pro re^io^ quod vulgo re^ 
ceptum eJi, Some here lay down for me the Lejbian 
rule, that, that fliould be efteemed rightj which is 
commonly received.’’ At this rate, hov/ unprofitably 
does a man pafs his time in endeavouring to inftrudt him- 
felf, with the hope of inftruCling others ? 

* By paying little deference to general councils^ 
few inconveniences arife, compared with thofe which 
inevitably follow a blind and tame fubmilTion, in 
“ points of faith, to human decifions, and to' public 
wifdom^ as fome of our controverfial dofl:ors have 
loved to call it, which may be public folly* 

“ Public wifdom is a mere Proteus ; and, not to con- 
** fider it in Pagan or Mahometan countries, amongft 
the fe'yus it once was the wifdom of Ahab and fezebely 

‘‘ and 
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therefore liable to be mi/lakeii], as is modeftly 
confelTed by the Church of E,ngland in her 
article, Of General Councils.” 

When they be gathered together (foraf- 
much as they be an aflembiy of men 
whereof all be not governed hy the Spirit 
** and word of God) they may err, and 
fometimes have erred in things pertaining 
** to God. Wherefore things ordaine^ iby 
** them as necelTary to falvation have neitxier 
** ftrength nor authority, unlefs it may be 
declared that they arc taken out of the 
** Holy Scriptures.” 

The writer of the following pages would 
humbly hope, that, having fo venerable an 
authority for calling in queftion the truth of 
certain matters, which are moft ajfuredly be- 
lieved amongji us, he (hall not be deemed im-? 
pertinently contentious, if, touching feme 
points, he differs from the generality of his 
countrymen, who, contenting themfelves 
with notions and opinions received by tradition 
from their fathers, have never thought of 
looking after the foundations on which they 
are grounded, and have therefore miftaken the 
fallible authority of men like themfelves, for 
the divine and infallible authority of truth itfelf. 
That our brothels are filled with harlots, 
our ftreets with projiitutes, and our land with 

“ and afterwards of Annas and Caiaphas. It fets out 
“ with a great lliew of religion, it begins with the 
“ Gofpel adcarding to St. Matthew, and often ends in 
“ the Gofpel according to Mr. Hobbes*” Jortin Rem, 
wl. ii. p. 193 — 

mpurity^ 
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mpurity. Is too dreadfully true. Magdalens^ 
AJylumsy and all the kind and benevolent in- 
terpolitions of public charities, however we 
may fuppofe them, with refpeiS to fome few 
individuals, to anfwer their benevolent de- 
hgns, are inadequate to the cure of fo crying 
an evil. A tree is not to be deftroyed by 
plucking olF a few leaves, or by cutting away 
and there a branch ; nor can fo general 
ai/^cvil, as we have Ipoken of, be reformed 
by fo partial, fo precarious a remedy, as, 
from the nature of things, it is in the power 
of the beft difpofed, as matters are now con- 
ftituted amongft us, to adminifter. 

The ax tnujl be laid to the this is th<S' 
divine wifdom. The truth is, that the evil 
above mentioned, as all others, arifes from 
the negled: tnd contempt of the divine law, 
and the fubftitution of human * laws in its 
Head. The wifdom and goodnefs of God, 
which He has fhewn in the provilion gra- 
cioufly made for the protedlion and defence 
of the weaker fex, from the villainy, trea- 
chery, and cruelty of the Jlronger, are difre- 
garded. God’s laws are laid afide, for that 
fyftem of bafenefs and barbarity, which per-* 

* Thh pra^ice exaiHy harmonizes with the ^r/W- 
ples of Lord Bolinghroke^ who concludes a very horrid 
fentiment on the commerce of men and women, with 
thefe words : — “ Increafe and multiply is the law of na- 
ture. Thcs manner in which this lhall be executed, 
with the greateft advantage tp fociety, 'is the lazv of 
man.*"' Here this matter is left wholly to political 
confiderations and human laws, without any divine law 
tp reftrain pr regulate it. 

B 4 xnltfe 
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jTiits men, with impunity, firft to /educe, and 
then to betray, to infamy, want, mifery, 
difeafe, and even death itfelf in many in- 
Hances, thoufands and tens of thoufands of 
unhappy women, who (were the laws of 
Heaven regarded, as they ought to be, 
and made the foundation of our municipal 
laws) inftead of becoming nuifances, and 
reduced to the llate of Devils ^ incarnate, 
mi^ht have been the comforts of their fanaf- 
lies, the delight of their friends, the orha-^ 
merits of civil fociety. 

Al? to what fhall be advanced on thele, 
and on the other fubjedls of the following 
difeourfe, the author is not wild enough to 
imagine that, what he has to fay, will meet 
with any better reception than that book does 
from whence he takes his authority; or that 
any perfon who does not regard the Bible fo 
far as to pay an implicit regard to its facred 


* This expreflion will not be thought too ftrong, 
when the appendages, and concomitant-vices olprofiitU’- 
tion are confidered^ fuch as profane curfing and fwearing 
— hlafphemy — ohfeene talking — drunkennefs — lying — thiev- 
ing — and even the unnatural crime mentioned Rom. i. 
‘26. This is fo frequent^ as even to have become com- 
mon. When yuch are the gradual confequences of era- 
dicating every principle of modcjly and virtue from the 
female mind, how ought that lazv to be reverenced, which 
was ordained of Heaven for their proteftion ! Montef- 
qiiicu^ L’efprit dcs Loix, vol. i. Liv. 16. c. 12. ob- 
ferv(^, that there are fo many evils attending the lofs 
of virtue in a woman, the whole foul is fo degraded 
by it, ancf fo many other faults follow upon it, that, 
“ in a popular ftate, public incontinence may be regarded 
“ as the greateft of misfortunes/’ 

didtates. 
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dictates, will be in the leaft perfuaded by what 
will be offered : much lefs that there will 
be any alteration in our national lyftem of 
laws, ’till, as a nation, we pradtically adopt, 
as we certainly profefs to believe, and as it is 
evidently true, that God is to make laws for 
man, and notmanforGoD ; or, in other words, 
that the world is to conform to the Bible, 
a.>d not the Bible to the world. 

It is now long fince Chrift charged the 
yewijh Babbies with making void the law 
of God through their traditions, and teaching 
for dodirines the commandments of men, here- 
by proving themlelves the children and 
followers of thofe of whom he complains 
If. xxix. 13. ‘This people draw near me with 
their mouth, and with their lips do honour 
me, hut have removed their heart far from 
me, and their fear towards me is taught by 
the precept of men. Human nature is '* juft 
the fame now that it was then, and the 
fame leaven has run through human JyJiems, 
piore or lefs, to this hour. 

Our laws concerning marriage, efpecial- 
ly fmee the famous marriage-adi, are full 


* “ Auguft I, 1543, the Parijtan divines aflem- 
“ bling the people by the found of a trumpet, publiflied 
“ five-and-twenty heads of Chrtjiian doctrine, propofing 
“ the bare conclufions, and determinations, without add- 
“ ing reafons, perfuafion; , or grounds, but only pre- 
“ feribing, as it were by authority, what they w^ld 
“ have hetieved. Thefe were printed, and fent through 
“ all France, confirmed by the King' slitters, under moll 
grievous punifliments againft whomfoever fpake or 
** taught otherwife.” JSrent. Hill. Coun. Trent. 105. 

of 
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of this, and hence in part arifes the mif- 
chief complained of. By fuhftituting a ' 
human ceremony of man’s invention, in the 
place of the only ordinance of ijiarriage 
which God ever inlHtuted or revealed, we 
have reduced the moft folemn of all ties 
to a fort of civil inJlituHon, the tnoft facred 
©f all obligations to a mere civil contraB •, 
and where the latter can be avoided, the 
former is as totally vacated, as if it had never 
been. 

By God’s exprefs command from Mount 
Sinai, where the laws concerning moral good 
and evil, were eternally and unalterably fixed, 
no man could take a virgin and then aban- 
don her. He Jhall furely endow her to be his 
•wife. Exod. xxii. i6. And again, Deut. xxii. 
29, She jhall be his wife-, because he has 
HUMBLED HER, he may not jut her away all 
his days. 

Will any fay— thefe laws are * anti- 
quated ?” I anfwer, they are as unchange- 
able as the God that made them.” His law 
is His will, and therefore can no more change 
than Himfelf. 'The Jirength of Israel is not 
a man that He fiould repent DHJ change his 
mind, opinion, or purpofe. i Sam. xv. 29. 1 
am Jehovah, / change not, is the ch^rader 

♦ We read in the memoirs of the great Scriblerus^ 
th|[|one of the philofophical works of that profound genius 
was intitled, “ A complete digeft of the laws of Na^ 
ture.^ with a review of thofe that arc obfolete or re^ 
pealed^ and of thofe that are ready to be renewed and 
put \xi forces^ ^ 

which 
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which he records of himfelf, Mai. iii. i6| 
and to ihew that he hath the fame 

unchan^eablenefs upon his laws, he fays, Deut, . 
jv. 2. Te Jhall not add unto the word which 
I command you, neither Jh^ll ye diminish 
ought from it, that ye way keep the command'-- 
meats of the Lord your God. And again, 
Deut. xii. 32. What thing foever I command 
you, objerve to do it, thou jhalt not add thereto 
DIMINISH from it. 

Now, I do take it for granted, that He, 
who, fpeaking to the people of Ifrael, calls 
himfelf the Lord your God, is alfo the 
Lord our God. Is he the God of the fews 
only ? Is he not alfo of the Gentiles F Tes — of 
the Gentiles alfo, Rom. iii. 29. For which 
very evident reafon, I do conclude, that both 
Jews and Gentiles are equally fubjedt to thofe 
Jaws which the Lord their God once re- 
vealed and eftabliihed for the moral govern- 
ment of the world : and therefore (as wc 
may learn from the teftimony of the Apofle 
of the Gentiles under the New Teftament, 
Gal. iii. 10. as well as from Mofes under the 
Old Teftament, Deut. xxvii. 26.) Curfed is 
fvery one, that continueth not in all things* 
which are written in the Book of “the Law, 
to do them. 

Thefe laws therefore ftand on the fame 
footing with what we ufually call the Ten 
Commandments — and are no more lubjedk to 
decay or alteration than they are. I fay they 
ftand on the fame footing, becaufe they were 
e^uall^ delivered by Qop M^s^ on thp 

fame 
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fame divine veracity t the fame awful, and in- 
difputable authority, and are guarded by the 
fame tremendous JanBion. 

That the merely ceremonial laws are waxed 
old, and vanijhed away, Heb. viii. 13. is cer- 
tain, becaufe they were only eftablilhed for 
the time then frefent, Heb. ix. 9. to point 
out, and prefigure things to come. They had 
their end and accomplilhment in Christ, 
and of courfe their utter abolition. This, 
fo far from arguing any change of mind or 
will in God, is one of the higheftand moft 
illuftrious proofs of the uniformity, and con- 
fiftency, with which he has laid down, car- 
ried on, and perfedled the fame one defign 
from the beginning. 

But the moral laws which refpedl the well- 
being of fociety, the prevention of diforder, 
confulion, and all other appendages of moral 
evil, muft endure, as long as the objefts to 
which they relate endure on the face of the 
earth. When St. Paul, Gal. iii. 10. and 
Rom. X. 5. cites the fandlions of the moral 
law from the Old Teftament, he Ihews very 
clearly, that it flill remains as an invariable 
rule of condud:, from which all the people 
pf God, wiiether^^-wj or Gentiles, are equally 
forbidden to depart. 

Can any perfon therefore, in his fober fen- 
fes, imagine that it was unlawful in the fight 
of God (becaufe exprefsly by a poftive law 
forbidden) three thoufand years ago, to take a 
virgin and then abandon her, but that now 
jt is lawful^ or, becaufe there is no.law.of 

this 
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this land agalnft it, it is therefore lefs of* 
fenfive in the eyes of God, than at the in- 
ftant He forbad it ? or that God’s law is 
only binding on the confciences of men, 
where it .has the fandlion of human * infti- 
tutions to inforce it ? If it be time which 
^ears out the malignity of fuch an evil, or 
the obligation of the divine law againft it, 
we may as well imagine that other crimes 
hand in the fame predicament, and the moft 
atrocious violations of the fecurity and hap- 
pincfs of mankind, will have a prefcriptive 
innocence to plead in their excufe. 

That all fuch reafonings are not only with- 
out foundation, but diredly oppohte to the 
divine truth, we learn from that truth) itfelf, 
which hath affured uS, that “ it is ecifier for 
heaven and earth to pafs, than one tittle of the 
law to fail" And that we may be afliired 
He ifamped the moft permanent authority 
on that law, and particularly on that part of 
the law of which we have now been fpeak- 
ing. He adds, in the very next words— 
“ Ifhofoever putteth away his wife, and marri- 
eth another, commit teth adultery ; and whofoever 
marrieth her that is put away from her hujband, . 
committeth adultery." This is no new law 
enadfed by our blefled Saviour on the fubjeft, 

* We may fay of human laws, ceremonies, and in- 
flitutions, which interfere with the obligation of God’s 
ordinances or commandments, as Henry II. King of 
prance faid of the papal difpenfations, that — “ they are 
“ not able to fecure the confcience, and are nothing 
“ but a Ihadow caft before the eyes of men, which can- 
“ not hide the truth from God.’’ 
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but an application and explanation o( that 
very law which he had, immediately before, 
faid, — ** could never fail,” and which war. 
given to Mei/es at mount Sinai. See Luke 
xvi. 17, 18. 

When our Lord in his fermon on the 
mount, as recorded by Si. Matthew, is about 
to explain the moraJ law, and vindicate it 
from the falie glolTes which the Scribes and 
Pharifees had put upon it, he prefaces his ex- 
planation with thefe remarkable words— 
tt y^rily I fay unto you, 'till heaven and earth 
fafs, one jot or one tittle (one, even the moft 
feemingly inconfiderable part of a fingle let- 
ter) Jhall in no wifepafs from the law, till all be 
fulfilled." em dv vxvto. yew^rxi. lJ 7 itilall things 
he done. Which, with the learned Dr. Ham^ 
mond on Matth, v. 18, I would thus para-* 
phrafe : ** ’Till the world be deftroyed, and 
«* all things come to an end, no one leaft 
particle ihall depart from the law, or 
be taken away, ’or lofe its force and ob- 
** ligation.” ** Whofoever, therefore, faith 
Chrift, vei'. 19, jhall break one of thefe leaf 
commandments, and Jhall teach men fo, he Jhall 
he called the letf in the kingdom of heaven j but 
whofoever Jhall do, and teach them, the fame 
fall be called great in the kingdom oj' heaven." 
After fuch a teftimony as this to the * immu^ 

* The Pfalmift faith, Pf. cxix. 89. 

own _ njjj nirr dryh 

in the heavens \s fettled thy word O y ebon; ah! Forever 

I tnuft therefore declare it, not only as my opinion^ but 
as a fixed article of my faith., that a fingle atom of the 
moral law can never be changed— will God alter the 
thing that is gone oat of his lips. Pf. Ixxxix. 34. 

tability 
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tahility of the divine law, it would hardly 
be decent in me to attempt an addition to 
its force, by any further arguments. 

I will therefore now proceed to examine 
the fubjefts propofed, which I lhall do ling- 
ly on the authority of God’s word; and 
this, not by detaching one text here and 
there from the reft of the facred feriptures j 
but by examining carefully the •whole through- 
out, comparing Jpiritual things with fpiritual, 
I Cor. ii. 13. and thus allowing the word of 
God to be, what God doubtlefs intended it 
ihould be, the heji comment upon itjelf. 

Nor ftiall I venture to reft any one point 
on the authority of even the beft * tranf- 
ktitonsy but conftantly have recourfe to the 
original Jiripturesy being defirous to follow 
that fenfiblc maxim, that nothing ftiould 
** be received in proof, but on the beft tef- 
** timony which the nature of the thing will 
** admit of.” If, in matters of civil pro- 
perty, ** a copy will not be admitted in 
“ evidence, where the original can be come 
“ at,” how much doth it behove us, in mat- 
ters of eternal concerny to have the beft evi- 
dence for our determinations ? Satins eji pe- 
tere fontes quam fedlari rivnlos. 

I have endeavoured to clear my imagination 
of all •worldly fyftcms, and human inventions 

* Whofoever reads the ftriftures o», or againfty 

the iacred feriptures, of that ignorant and malicious rc-- 
viler of them, de Volmrey may fee how he has been 
kd into hts miftakca by. fome of the and French 
tranflations* 

what- 
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whatfoever, whether Popijh or Protejlant, and 
to allow no authority more modern than the 
facred fcripture, lefs weighty than infpira- 
tion itfelf, to amount to a proof of what is 
true or falfe. As for the writings of primi- 
tive "^fathers, Chrijlians, &c. the whole rab- 
ble of fchoolmen, together with the decrees 
of councils, churches, Jynods, See. a man, who 
wifhes to know the truth, ihould no more 
receive a matter of doSlrine on their autho- 
rity, than he fhould a matter of faSl on the 
teftimony of a Popijh legend. Nay, I will 


♦ Thefe were but falUlle men^ like ourfelves, at bell; 
and if we coiifider the llrangc opinions which are to be 
found in their writings, we muft acknowledge them to 
be very faulty. Though they have been fo mutilated, 
changed, interpolated, and corrupted, by the various 
Je 5 is who have wanted their teftimony to fpeak for them, 
that it is difficult to know what is genuine^ and what is 
j)ot, I remember to have met with the following dif- 
mal, though Ihort account, of the writings of the fa-* 
tbersy — ‘‘ Scatent erroribus turn veterum turn recenti- 
orum hareticorumJ*^ They abound with the errors, 
as well of the old, as of the more modern hareticsJ** 
Burnet obferves, that “ there was a great mixture 
of fophljiicated that went under the antient 

‘‘ names^ and was joined to their true works^ which 
critics have fince difeovered to be fpurious,^* Hift. 
Ref. p. 30. 2d edit. vol. i. The apojile^ Tit. i. 14. 
warns us againft JewiJh f ablet % we mould be equally 
careful oi giving heed to thofe which feem to bear a Chrif* 
tian llamp. 

We might as well recommend zyoung man to the ftudy 
of fo many volumes of news-papers to make him an accu- 
rate hijhriographer^ as to the ftudy of xht fathers to make 
him a found divine. How far they may make him a rot- 
ten one, may be feen in the Life of Dr. Clarke^ by JV. 
myion, p. 143, 151, 155. 
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go farther and fay, that the * dying words, 
and unfhaken conftancy of faints, martyrs, 
and confejfors, ought to prove no more than 
that “ they themfelves believed what they 
“ faid,” unlefs the holy fcriptures bear tefti- 
mony to their opinions. 

However clear the Jpring is, yet, when 
it divides itfelf, flowing from the fountain- 
head into different channels, it will naturally 
prefent to the eye the colour, and to the 
palate the tajie, of the different foils through 
which it may happen to take its courfe. I 
have therefore found little encouragement 
to reft any thing on the authority of commen- 
tators-, who, being prejudiced by education, 
influenced by cuftom, and milled by others 
that have gone before them — inftead of think- 
ing as the Bible /peaks, too frequently make 
the Bible fpeak as they think. The concluflon 
of the matter therefore ought to be — Ho the 
LAW and to testimony ! If. viii. 20. 

* Much has been built on the conftancy with which the 
martyrs fuffered — but when we find people dying with 
equal conftancy fof oppofite opinions, nothing is con- 
clufively proved on either fide, but that each believed his 
own tenets. — See Burnet’s Hift. Ref. vol. ii. p. 112. 
edit, the cafe of Joan of ATtT/f, and of George Van Pare^ a 
Dutchman, 

It is a dangerous thing to build our faith on equivocal 
teftimony, inftead of the one infallible evidence of 
God’s written word — which can neither lye nor de- 
ceive \ and againft which there can lie no appeal, to any 
ether writings in the world, nor to any other tejlin^ony of 
any kind whatfoever. 

VoL. I. C CHAP. 
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CHAP. I. 

Of Marriage as a Divine Injiitution. 

W HEN the great and all-wife Creator 
had formed man upon the earth, male 
female. He bleffed them, and /aid unto them. 
Be fruitful and multiply, and replenijh the earth. 
Gen. i. 28. This command was to be ful- 
filled in a way of God’s own appointment; 
that is to fxy, by the union of the man and 
woman in perfonal knowledge of each other. 
This is the only -f- marriage-ordinance which 
we find revealed in the facred fcriptures. 
Wherever this union fhould come to pafs, 
though two diftindt and independent perfons 
before, they now were to become as one. 
J'hey Jhall be one * fef, Gen. ii. 24. and fo 

t By this exprefUon, I would be underftood to mean, 
that by which the parties become one flejh in God’s fight, 
fo as not to he put afunder. See Matth. xix. 5, 6. 

^ nnK — as one fie ft} — \i? ffetpKet Gr. Xeft. 

The Hebrew b prefixed, hath often this fenfe. See JoQi. 
vii. 5. Lam. i. 17, So the prepofition e/f, which 

anfwers to, it. Compare 2 Sam. vii. 14. with Heb. i. 5. 
where the ] 2 b and of the Old Teftament, are ren- 
dered by €K ’Tetjtpct and €/$■ vtov in the New Teftament; 
and clearly evince the names of Father and Son to be 
economical names of office in the covenant of redemption, 
not deferiptive of an inferiority and fubordination in the 
perfons of the Godhead. Compare Luke i. 35. 

Alfo n^rr with and a noun following, denotes 
fome change of condition, ftate, or quality, and fignifies 
—to become* Gen, ii. 7. 24, xvii, 4. Exod. iv, 4. & al. 
freq, 

indilTalubly 
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indiflblubly as to be infeparable. What 
God hath joined together , let not man put ajun- 
der. Matt. xix. 6. 

That this oncnefs arofe from this aB of 
union, and from the command confequent 
upon it, that they Jhould be one jiejh, is evi- 
dent from the ApQjile’ s reafoning, i Cor. vi. 
15, 16. Know ye not that your bodies are the 
members of Christ ? Shall I then take the 
members of Christ, and make them the 7 nem- 
bers of an * harlot f God forbid ! What, know 
ye not that he that is joined /o harlot is 
ONE BODY? for two, faith he, ONE 

FLESH. 

This queftion of the Apoftle’s — Know ye 
not that he that is joined to an harlot is one 
bodyf and what follows, being taken to- 
gether, have a plain reference to what Adam 
iliid, Cien. ii. 24. and feems very fully to 
determine, not only the ftridlnefs of the 
marriage -union, but that which conftitutes 
it in the light of God. In all which there 
is not the leall hint, or moll diftant allulion, 
to any outward rite or ceremony adminif- 
tered by any perfon whatfoever but the 
whole is made to reft limply and oftly in the 

* Topvti, from or itipvita, to fell. A whore, 

a woman who proftitutes her body for gain. So the 
Latin meretrix is from mereor, to earn, get money : and 
our Englijh word whore, from the German huren (Dutch 
hueren ) tohire. Thus Ov/W. lib. i. eleg. 10. 

Stat meretrix certo cuivis mercabilis aerc, 

Et miferas juflb corpore quarit opes. 

See Parkhurjr% Gr. Lex. 

C 2 perfonal 
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ferfonal -t* union of the man and •woman. It 
is this alone which, accordinjg; to the A^ofikt 
makes them one jlejh. 

If 

+ It may be prefumed, that in what Adam faid, Gen. 
ij. 23. he had an immediate reference to her forn^ation 
out of a part of himfelf ; but that there was alfo an al- 
lufion to the perfonal union of the male and female^ in 
what he fays, ver. 24. is clearly proved by the Apoftle'% 
argument, i Cor. vi. 16 ; otherwife his citing this paf- 
fage of Gen. ii. 24. would have been nothing to the pur- 
poie to fhew that this makes them one jiejh. The He- 
brew pyi is rendered by the LXX, HPOSKOA- 

AH0HSETAI, Tniif ywetiiCA ett/Ja, in, Matt. xix. 5 # 
rjPO21fOAAH0H2ETAI yvuaui dvjis. Let the reader 
compare all this with the Jpojile^ 5 KOAAO'MENOS ry 
'BTopvi^f and it will be very eafy to fee that the fame idea 
runs through the whole ; which is, that thofe who are thus 
joined.^ are one body^ and pronounced by God — one flejhs. 
Th is will appear ftill the more evidently, if we confider 
OUR Lord’s expreffion, as reprefented by the EvangeUJi^ 
Matt. xix. 6. where he ufes the word 2TNEZETHEN, 
hath joined^ or yoked together^ as the effect oi the eaufe ex- 
prefl'ed by npo(r)coK^fi 6 ri(ri]AS. All this will appear ftill 
more evidently, if, with the accurate Ar, Mont, we 
tranflate ^ adheerebit in uxore sua. 

A very candid critic on Thelyphthora., alks, ‘‘ how the 
above idea (of ) is reconcileable with the 

context, in which the fame word is applied to the Lord 
— 'O KoKKtiiJLiVo^ 760 Kifpteo, He that is JOINED to the 
Lordf &c. ? It is a pleafure to me to give a candid quefr 
tion as can6id an anfwer. 

The contended for, where Is made ufc 

of as denoting the union of a man with an harlot., cannot 
be the fame with that where it denotes the union of the be- 
liever in one fpirit with the Lord: the one is evidentlya r^r- 
nal 'ideTx, the ether as evlAentXy fpirit ual ; yet the marriage^ 
union is emblematical of the fpiritual union between 
Christ and the believer, as to the ftriftnefs andindiffolu- 
bility of th^ union itfclf,andmany,other particulars, which 
the reader may find, Eph. v. 22 — 33. where 31.) the 

Apojlle quotes Gen. ii. 24. and exprefsly ammilates it 
to the union of Christ with the churchy v. 32. Thus 

arc 
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If the licentious and temporary uiiioh witli 
an harlot, makes a man to become one body, 
and one JieJh with her^ we may fuppofe that 
the fin of fornication receives no fmall fhare 
of its malignity, from the abufe thereby 
committed of the ordinance of marriage as 
eftablilhed by God : as entering into it with- 
out any intention of abiding by it, but merely 
to gratify a tranfient luft, artd that with a 
woman who departs from one to another, as 
gain or evil defire may lead her. Neterthe- 
lefs the Apofile, on the authority of Gen. 
ii. 24. fays, that he that is joined to an 
harlot, is one body, and one flejh with her, by 
being engaged in that ordinance, of which 
thefe things are declared, in the paflage re- 
ferred to, to be the inevitable confequences. 

From what has been faid, it appears, that 
marriage, as inftituted of God, fimply con- 
fifts (as to the eflfence of it) in the union of 
the man and woman as one body ; for which 

are earthly things made ufe of to teach us heavenly ; 

and indeed in this dark and impcrfetSl ftate of mortalityy 
this is the only way by which we can become acquainted 
with them ; they are therefore made ufe of for this gra- 
cious purpofe, throughout the whole Bible, 

The Apojlle is fliewing, in this place of 1 Gor. vi. the ^ 
horrid inconfiftency of believers^ who, in a fi>tritual fenfe, 
are joined to the Lord,^ (compare John xv. 5.) and be- 
come one fpirit with him, (fo that their very bodies are 
temples of the Holy Ghojly ver. 19. ) taking thofe bodies from 
the fanhified ufe (fee i Thelf. iv. 4, 5.) to which they 
ought to be dedicated, and joining them in carnal com- 
merce with ?Ln harlot^ by which they become one body^ and 
of courfe one fiejh^ with her. — This is not glorifying 
God in their bodies^ and in their fpirit^ ^c, ver. 20. but 
a profanation and defilement of both* 

C 3 plain 
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plain and evident reafon, no outward forms 
or ceremonies of man’s invention, can add to 
or diminiih from the effects of this union in 
the fight of God. What ends thefe things 
may ferve, as to civil purpofes, I fhall not 
difpute ; but I cannot fuppofe that the * ma~ 

trimoniaU 

* Our marriage-ceremony, or form of folemnlzation 
of matrimony, was fettled by Archhijhop Cranmer, and 
twelve others, in the reign of Ed. VI. i. e. about 232 
years ago, or 1548 years after the canon of fcripture was 
clofed, and is certainly the method by which the civil 
contra^ is eftabliflied among us, provided it be adminif- 
tered agreeably to a fubfequent adof/t^rZ/Vw^wf (26 G.II. 

.‘?30 » far muft the mind be gone in fu- 

perftition and prejudice, to fuppofe, that a human cere- 
mony can controul or alter the fixed and determinate 
laws of Heaven^ or have the leaft influence on what does 
or does not make the parties fiejh in God’s fight ! Grot, 
de Jur. lib. ii. c. 5. § 8. faith — Conjugium naturaliter 
cfl'e cxiftimamus talem cohabitationem maris cum femi- 
na, quas feminam conftituat quafi fub oculis & cuftodia 
maris. Nam tale confortium & in mutis animantibus 
quibufdam videre eft* In hominevero, qua animans eft 
utens ratione, ad hoc acceftit fides, qua fe femina mari 
obftringit. Nec aliud, ut conjugium fubfiftat, natura 
videtur requirere. 

We account marriage to be naturally fuch a. cohabi- 
tation of the ;na/e with the female^ as may place the fe- 
male, as it were, under the eye and cuftody of the male ; 
for fuch a fellowfliip [or intercourfe] is to be feen 
among certain brute animals. But as to man, as he is 
an animal having the ufe of reafon, to this (natural 
conjundlion) has acceded a folemn contradf, by which 
the female binds herfelf to the male. Nor does nature 
feem to require any thing elfe for the fubfiftcnce of 
marriage. 

Gronovius notes on part of the above pafTage, as fol- 
lows, viz. 

Cuftodia mans.] Videtur addendum, procreationis, & 
mutui auxilii caufa* 

The 
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trimonial-itrviCQ in our church, or any other, 
, can make the parties more one fejh in the 
light of God, fuppofing them to have been 
united, than the /^«rw/-fervice can make the 
corpfc over which it is red more dead than 
it was before; 

Suppofing they have not been united, they 
are not one jlejlo in the light of God, by any 
virtue in the words of the fervice, any more 
than a piece of wafer becomes fief 3 and blood 
by a Popilh prielt’s confecration . It is not 
man, but God, which makes the twain one 
fief) •, neither is it man's ordinance, but God’s 
infiitution, which brings that to pafs. If this 
be not fo, why, notwithftanding the words 
of the fervice, does incapacity, inability, or 
impotency, in either party, render all that 
has been done null and void? See Burn, 
Eccl. Law, vol. ii. p. 39. 

By obferving the outward ordinance, the 
intention of the parties is publickly recog- 
nized, and they are pronounced man and wife 
in the light of the world j but they are not 
fo in God’s fight, unlefs by anticipation, as 
it were, with refpedl to the mutual promifes 
made to each other, which the facred fcrip- 
•tures call betrothing or tfporfing', but the 


The cuftody of the male.] It feems there fhould be 
added — for the fake of procreation, and of mutual help. 

Acceflit fides.J Tacite llgnificat fidem quam dat ma- 
ritus uxori non clTe a natura, fed ab inftituto. 

Acceded a folcmn contradt.] Here is tacitly fignified, 
that the faith which the hufiand pledges to the wife, is 
not from nature, but by (pofitivc) inftitution. 

C 4 contrad 
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con trad is then, and only then, complete in 
the light of God, when the only ordinance • 
which He has appointed has palTed between 
them j and therefore it is very properly ftyled 
— the confummation. 

As to the perfon celebrating the marriage 
— the place where — the manner how; it is 
very certain, that thefe things are wholly of 
human invention, and therefore not only va- 
rious in different parts of the world, but 
alfb in the fame country. We have amongft 
us yews, Papyis, fakers ; all thefe obfervc 
an outward form or ceremony different from 
each other. As for the church of England, 
we have differed from ourfelves ; for the 
fame ceremony which would have conftituted 
a legal marriage before the 26 th of the late 
King George II. will not do it now, unlefs 
certain circumftances, introduced and infilled 
upon by adl of parliament, be obferved. 

But the all-wife Legijlator of the univerfe 
hath not left His divine inftitutions on fo 
vague, fo precarious, fo uncertain a footing. 
Eut fee, faid He to Mofes, that thou make all 
things according to the pattern Jhewn thee in the 
mount. Heb. viii. 5. We find every parti- 
cular, down to the very pins in the taber- 
nacle, every rite and ceremony, even to the 
minutell circumflance, exatSly delineated and 
revealed. But we find no marriage-fervice, 
or religious ceremony of a?i * outward kind, fo 

much 

* As for the manner of celebrating marriage, Mofes 
has left no dirciftion about it. We do not find it ac-. 

companied 
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much as mentioned. The bufinefs of mar- 
riage, by which I underftand, the parties ac- 
tually becoming one jiejh in God’s fight, was 
left as at firft ordained, to the one fimple a£i 
of union. A conclufive proof this, that no- 
thingelfe isof divine inftitution j confequently, 
that nothing elfe is eflential to conftitute a 
marriage in the fight of God, but that this is. 

Should the Reader retain the leaft doubt of 
the truth of what has been faid, or be under 
any difficulty in underftanding what is meant 
by thofe words-— 7"/^^ Jha/l be one JleJht we 
may refer to a very clear explanation of the 
matter, not only by reviewing St. Paul's 
words, I Cor. vi. 15, 16. but alfo by confi- 
dering more minutely what is meant by thofe 
pafTages mentioned before, from the law of 
Mofes ; but as the texts are not cited at 
length, 1 will here fet them down as they 
fiand in the places referred to. 

Exod. xxii. 16, 17. 

If a man e 7 ^tice a maid that is not betrothedy 
and lie with her, he Jhall furely endow her to be 
his wife. If her father utterly refufe to give 
her unto him, he /ball pay money according to the 
dowry of virgins. 

By this pafiage, as from many others in 
the facred fieri ptures, it appears, that fathers, 
during the minority of their daughters, as in 
every other inftance (fee Numb. xxx. 3,4,5*) 
fio in the bufinefs of contracting marriage, 

companied with any religious ceremony, fuch as going 
io the Tabernacle or Temple, offering facrifices, or 
even that it was performed by or before a priejl. See, 
Ant* Univ. Hift. vol. iii. p. 145. 


had 
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had a negative in their own power : there- 
fore if a 'woman being in her father s houfe in her 
youth, i. c. being under age, as we term it, 
betrothed or efpoufed herfelf to a man, the 
former by * verba de future, the latter by ver- 
ba de preefenti, as the civilians fpeak ; both 
which were held fo facred, that defiling either 
a betrothed or efpoufed woman was a fpecies 
of adultery, and to be punilhed with death : 
—yet if the father withheld his confent, 
neither the betrothing nor ejpoufals, nor any 
contraft arifing from them, could lawfully 
be carried into execution. But in the paf- 
fage before us, matters were gone too far to 
be recalled. The man had not only enticed 
the maid, but had adtually lain with her ; and 
thereforeGoD commands that he y2)<2//suRELY 
endow her lb fibi in uxorem. Mont. 

for his wife. For now the primary inftitu- 
tion took place, they JJmll be one fiejh ; and 
what God had joined together (by pronounc- 
ing them one JleJh) man could not put afunder. 
Therefore the 17th verfe doth not fay — If 
the father utterly refufe to give her unto him, 
fuch marriage fhall be null and void •, but — 


* Spoufals de futuro are, according to our ecclefi- 
aftical law, a mutual proinife, or covenant of marriage, 
to be had afterwards j as when the man faith to the wo- 
man — ‘‘ I will take thee to my wife and flie then an- 
iwereth, “ I will take thee to my hulband.” — Efpoufals 
de prafenti a mutual promife or contradl of prefent 
matrimony ; as when the man doth fay to the woman 
“ I do take thee to my wife,'^ — and fhe then an- 
fwereth — I do take thee to my hufband.’" 2 Burn 16. 

if- 
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or — * though the father utterly refufe ta 
give her unto him, he Jhall pay money according to 
the dowry of •virgins. Which is but expla- 
natory of what goes before, he Jhall surely 
endow her to be his wij'e, by paying “iriD the 
dower, into the hands of the father f ter becom- 
ing one fiejh with her, as he ought to have 
done, and was ufually done, before-hsxi^. “IHD 
is fuppofed to be a dowry ov portion which the 
hulband paid into the hands of the bride, or 
her father, as a kind of purchafe of her per- 
fon. This is, to this day, the practice of 
feveral -f- eaflern nations j and this was not 

to 

* So DSi is often rendered, as in yudg. xiii. 16. Pf. 
xxvii. Ifa. X. 22. Jer. xv. i. Lam. iii. 32. & al. freq. ; 
and fo 1 think it ought to be underftood here, (however 
I may differ from thtTalmudiJis) in order to make this 
verfe confiftent with the preceding, where it is faid— 
*inD endowing he fhall endow her^ &c. as well 
as to avoid the very great difficulty of fuppofing that 
fuch an action as enticing the maid., ‘hjuith her^ and 
then leaving her on the father’s refufal, was of no 
higher confequence than paying a fmall fum of money; 
for the or ft her paid, amounted to very little, and 

rather feems to be payable as an acknowledgment of the 
contraft, than any thing elfc. See Nold. Heb. Part, 
DK9 No. 13. tranflated by quamvis — although: — where 
the reader will find many authorities. 

f Sec Parkhurft’s Heb. Lex. fub voc. nno. 

Tacitus L. de Mor. Germ, mentions fuch a cuftom 
among the Germans. Dotem non uxor marito, fed 
iixori maritus offert, interfunt parentes & propinqui, ac 
munera probant : In haec munera uxor accipitur, hoc 
maximum vinculum, haec arcana facra, hoc conjugales 
Deos arbitrantur. ‘‘ The wife doth not bring a dower 
to the hufband, but the hufband to the wife ; the pa- 
rents and relations are prefent,. and approve the gifts. 
On thefe gifts the wife is accepted ; this is the chiefeft 
bond : thefe are facred myfteries;, with which they* 

“ think 
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to be withheld becaufe the hufband had mar- 
ried the woman either without or iigainjl the 
father’s confent. In (hort, the man was not 
to take advantage of his own wrong. But, 
CDK * whether the father refufed or not, the 
dowry muft be paid according to law, and 
thus the contract be publicly ratified. 

Having feen what was to be done where a 
mSn enticed a maid, and took actual pofleffion 
of her, againjl the father’s confent', let us 
next fee what was to be done when a man 
took a maid, without even the father’s know~ 
ledge j not by a fedudtion or enticement, but 
on a fudden and unexpedted interview, by 
meeting her without any previous intent. 

Deut. xxii. 28, 29. 

If a man find a damfel that is a virgin, 
which is not betrothed, and lay hold -f* on her 

and 

“ think the Gods are married.” This was called among 
the Romans — coemptio nuptialis, and was reciprocal, as 
well on the woman’s fide as on the man’s. To this 
Virg. Georg. I. 1. 31. feems to allude: 

Teque fibi generum Tethys emat omnibus undis. 

* This isalfoone fenfeof theHebrew particleQ^i an~^ 
utrum — whether or not — of which Noldius gwes many ex- 
amples. SeeNold. p. 65. No. 2. edit. 1734. It is to be 
remarked, tnat Noldius has not mentioned Exod. xxii. 
17. as an example of any of the fenfes here given, viz. 
either as ft— quamvls—ox utrum. 

f The word feems here to be rightly rendered 

by lay hold on her—Prendra Fr. — take her. — The Jewijh 
doftors conftruc this into that fort of violence and con- 
jiraint, which we call a rape. But this is fpoken of at 
ver. 25, where the word ptT! is ufedj which is a much 
ftronger expreflion than tys/i to take, or lay hold on ; and 
fo our tranflators have (ver, 25.) obferved, in their 
3 tranflatinj 



[ =‘9 ] 

lie ^d^ith her^ and they he found ; the man 
that lay with her Jhall give unto the damfel s 
father fifty fekels of filvery and Jhe fhall be his 

wfCy BECAUSE HE HATH HUMBLED HER, 

be may ?toi put her away all his days. 

The word fekels is not in the original, 
but inferted by our tranflators ; in the paf- 
£ige of Exod. xxii. 17. there is the fame 
word fiver ^ or fiver-money ; there it is 
faid in general, according to the dowry of vir- 
gins. Here it is faid (^inqua- 

ginta argenteos, ffty pieces of fiver-money. 
By comparing the two paflages, we may 
therefore look upon this as the afleilment of 

tranflating force her. That this is the true 

idea of the word, may be fecn by comparing 2 Sam. xiiL 
II, 14. when Amnon commits a rape on Tamar. The 
word does not necelTarily hgnify violence, which 
ptn does. Omnis fignificatio efl vehementiay fortitudo. 
Calafioy fub voc. This place of Deut. xxii. 28. is ra- 
ther to be underftood of ‘‘ defiling a maid, that being 
occafionally laid hold oriy did prefently yield, not be- 
ing folicited before-hand, and drawn to it by dc-^* 
grccs. But pxod. xxii,. 16. fpeaks of fuch as did 
entice a maid^ with promife of marriage, and then de- 
filed her.” Clark. The two paflages taken together 
fhew, that in neither cafelhali the man abandon vir- 
gin he hath taken. We muft conclude the^e is a reafon 
for ufing different words at ver. 25, and ver. 28, in the 
Hebrew text, though the LXX. tranflate them both by 
— probably is a more general word than 
and fignifies laying hold on^ or apprehending^ whe- 
ther by violence or otherwile. Among the Athenians^ if 
a man had ravijhed a young woman (lb fhe were free- 
born) he was fined 1000 drachmer^ and, befides that, 
was obliged to marry her, uniefs it could be made ap- 
4>car, fhe had taken fomething of him in confideration. 
Rous'^ Archseol. Atticae, 190. 


the 
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the ufual dowry of virgins paid to the father. 
It was to be paid in this cafe as well as the 
former, for in both the father’s confent was 
precluded ; but in no cafe was he to be de- 
frauded of the iriD or dowry. This was as 
much to be paid when his daughter was 
taken againf his confcnt, as when v:ith it, 
and fo when taken without his knowledge and 
confent, as in this latter cafe. But on what- 
ever account the money was to be paid, it 
alters not the point in quehion, for, faith 
God, ^he Jhall be his wife, or woman — Fr. 
£//(? lui fera pour femme — be cause he hath 
HUMBLED HER, he may not put her away all 
his days. This is clearly explanatory of the 
original inftitution — they fall be onefejh, and 
what God hath joined together (by pronounc- 
ing them one fiejh) let not man (either the 
parties themfelves, or any human power 
whatfoever) put afunder. 

I fhould rather chufe to let the fcripturc 
anfwer for itfelf, than appeal to human au- 
thority for its explanation. I will only* here 
juft obferve, that I am by no means lingular 
in my views of thefe things. Our ecclef- 
aftical courts have proceeded on this princi- 
ple, have called this perjonal intercourfe, pre- 
vious to any outward ceremony, a marriage 
de faSio, and have compellecf the parties to a 
public recognition of it in facie ecclefce, in 
the face of the church. See Blackf one's Com- 
ment. vol. i. 435, 439: — ^and in Burn's'Ecc. 
Law, Tit. Marriage, there is this remarka- 
ble paflage, ** Nor was he or Ihe to be dif- 
10 raifled 
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** miffed or abfolved, if thofe fpoufals de fu- 
** turo, by reafon of carnal knowledge ^ or 

fome other aSl equivalent, did become ma-‘ 
** trimony" By this it does appear, that, 
in the judgment of o^x. canon law, if a man 
had promifed a woman to marry her at a fu- 
ture time, and in the mean time lay with her, 
or ufed the freedoms of an hufiand with her, 
fuch promife did, by fuch adts, become ma-. 
trimony. 

So facred have our canonijls efteemed this 
aSl, that where one of the parties have for- 
faken the other, and married another than 
the perfon to whom they have been thus 
joined, ecclefajiical courtshsiVc pronounced 
fcntence of divorce, with regard to the fecond 
marriage, caufd precontraSids, by reafon of 
precontraB. With what authority will ap- 
pear by-and-by. 

In Bacon’s Abr. vol. iii. p. 574, we find 
the following cafe : — A. contrafts himfelf 
with B. and after marries C. B. fues A. on 
this contrail in the fpiritual court. There 
fentence is given that A. ihall marry and co- 
habit with B. which he does accordingly. 
They are baron and feme, without any * di- 
vorce between A. and C ; for the marriage of 
A. and C. was a mere nullity -f-. 

That 

* In the time of H. VIII. an a£l was pafled, that mar- 
riages folemnized and confummated fhould ftand good, 
notwithftanding any precontract that had not been con- 
fummated. But this was done only to gratify the Kmg^ 
and therefore in the next reign (2 ^d. VI.) this a6t was 
repealed. 

f The law fince 26 Geo. II. c. 33. is quite the re- 
verfe, the precontract between A. and B. would be a 

nuU'ttfy 
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That I am not fingular in my opinion, 
refped:ing the one divine ordinance of mar- 
riagCf will alfo appear from the remarkable 
llatute of Henry III ; which, as it is very 
Ihort, I will tranfcribe. 

To the king’s writ of baftardy, whether 
one born before matrimony may inherit in 
like manner as he that is born after ma- 
trimony: all the bijhops anfwered, that 
they would not nor could not anfwer to it, 
becaufe it was againft the common order 
of the church. And all the bijhops in- 
ftanted the lordsy that they would con- 
fent, that all fuch as were born ^ before 

matrimony, 

7 iullity^ and the marriage between A. and C. valid. 
Such are the liberties which mortals have prefumed to 
take with the ordinance of Heaven^ But this cannot alter 
cither the thing itfelf or God’s views of it. 

* ‘‘ Gonjlantine^ to difcouragc concubinage^ and to 
encourage matrimony in perfons who lived together in 
that way, ordered, that if a man married his concubine^ 
the children which he had by her before marriage^ 
** ihould become legitimate. But the church meddled 
not with thefe diftinftions of the civil laws, but re- 
garding only the law of nature, approved every con^ 
junSfion of one man with a woman, if it was with ope 
woman and perpetual ; and the more fo, becaufe the 
holy fcriptures employ the name of wife or of concu^ 
‘‘ bine indifferently. 

“ The firft council of Toledo^ A. D. 400, hath this 
‘‘ canon. He who with a believing wife hath a concubine^ 
is excommunicated ; but if his concubine is in the ftead 
of a wife^ and he adheres to her alone, whether fhc 
be called wife or concubine^ he is not to be rcjefted 
from communion.” See Jortin Rem. vol. ii. p. 294, 
29S ; who adds — “ This canon ftiews that there were 
‘‘ concubines approved by the church.” 

I would here add, that fide ^ oper, c. 19. 

(ays — “ If a concubine fliould pl'ofefs to know no other 

man. 
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** matrimony, as to the fucceffion of inhe- 
** ritance, fliould be legitimate, as well as 
“ they that be born within matrimony, for fo 
“ much as the church accepteth such to 
BE LEGITIMATE. And all the earls 2Lnd. 
*‘^harons anfwered with one voice — that they 
“ would not change the laws of the realm, 
“ which hitherto have been ufed and ap- 
proved.” 

Here was a ifrong pufli made, that the 
ordinance of God ihould be in fome meafure 
recognized, as to its fcriptural import and 
validity, in our municipal laws; but human 
wifdom forbad it ! 

In antient Rome, there were three kinds of 
marriage, diftinguiflicd from each other by 
the names of confarreation, coemption, and ufe^ 
— the laft of thefe came very near to the fim- 
plicity of the divine inftitution. It was, 


man, although fhe fliould be difiTiilTed from him to 
whom (he is fubjetSted, it may well be doubted whether 
(he ought not to be admitted to receive baptifm/’ So 
that it appears very plainly, there was a time, when the 
r<mjun£lion of the man and woman did not depend, for 
its validity and lawfulnefs, upon human ceremoniiss and 
inv^entions. 

In how many matters, as well as in many of the above 
circumftances, hath the (as it is called) changed 

it*s notions of things ! I have often thought, that if Me- 
ihufelah had begun his long life with the aera of the 
Chrifltan churchy and had lived his 969 years in the 
Chrijiian world, his life muft have been a very miferable 
one, unlcfs, like the vicar cf Bray^ of famous verfatiU 
memory, he could have changed with the timcb, and 
have held at Jeaft as many different opinions as he was 
years old. 

VoL. L 
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when the accidental living together of a man 
and woman had been produdlive of children, 
and they found it neceffary or convenient to 
continue together j when, if they agreed on 
the matter between thcmfelves, it became a 
■ valid marriage, and the children were covii- 
lidered as legitimate. 

By the fii ll law of the 1 2th table, relative 
to marriages, it is declared, that “ when a 
“ woman fhall have cohabited with a man for 
a whole year, without having been three 
“ nights abfent from him, die ihall be 
“ deemed his wife." By which it appears that 
the Romans confidcred living together, or con~ 
jugal cohabitation, as the very cffence of ma- 
trimony. Broughton Ilift. Lib. tit. Mar- 
riage. This may be reckoned one inftance, 
in which, to the difgrace of us Chrijiians, the 
Gentiles, which had not the law, did, by ?:aturc, 
the things contained in the law. Roni.-ii. 14. 

According to the laws of Scotland, coha- 
bitation with a woman for fome time, and 
openly acknowledging of her as a wife, con- 
firms the marriage, and renders it valid in 
law. Mtm.. od Crmijioun, p. 30. So where a 
man and^voman liave lived together ’till they 
have children, if the man marry the woman, 
even upon his death-bed, all the antinuptial 
cliildren become legitimated, and inherit the 
honours and eftate of their father. 

The cafe is the fame in Holland', with this 
difference only, that all the children to be 
legitimated, mufl appear, with the father and 
mother in the church, at the ceremony of 

their 
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their marriage. See the Btfiory of Women, by 
W , Alexa 7 tder, M. D. vol. ii. p. ^2, 267. 

Our lyftetn in England^ very injurious and 
cruel, as it deftroys one grand induceraent to 
matrimony, where a man and woman have 
li%d together and had children, by damping 
hadardy on the ilTue without remedy. Vdlience 
I'o inhuman a plan diould be derived into the 
common law of the realm, cannot well be 
devifed ■, but it mud be fiippofed to have 
commenced in fome of the darked ages of ig- 
norance and barbaridn ■, for at the latter end 
of the twelfth century. Pope yPexander III. 
made a conditution, that “ children born 
“ before the folemnization of matrimony, 
“ where matrimony followed, diould, to all 
“ intents and purpofes, be as legitimate as 
“ thofe born after matrimony.” By which 
it fhbuld feem that the inditution of Co«- 
fantine had been totally laid alide ; alfo, that 
the church thought very differently of mar- 
riage, from what it did in the fourth century. 
See before, p- 31, note. 

Upon the whole, it may be concluded, that 
fuch laws as are above mentioned, would ne- 
ver have been thought of, unlefs ^he pro- 
pofers and framers of fuch fchemeS of pojl- 
legitimation, had been convinced, that the co/i- 
jugal cobahitalion of the and woman was 
a lawful marriage Ir Gob's accoiin'^, confe- 
quently the iff’uc Icgiiiinatc in His fight: 
therefore they were willing to reconcile mat- 
ters as well as tliey could, between hiaiian in- 
vention and divine inditution. 

1 ) 2 
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Having, I truft, eftablifhed this truth, 
that where a man and a virgin are united by 
the communication of their perfons to each other, 
they become one flejh in the fight of God, fo 
made by his exprefs command, infomuch 
that the man may not put her away all his dq.si 
it follows, that they are indijfolubly united, 
beyond the power of difunion by any human 
authority whatfoever. 

It is the contempt of this law, this primary 
law of nature, or rather of the God of nature^ 
•cftablilhed from the beginnings and afterwards 
enforced and explained by the pofitive laws 
above-mentioned, which lies at the root of 
the evils complained of. For, if a man ’3 
which is the fcripture’s way of faying any 
man, every man, without diftindlion (for 
God makes none in the texts we have been 
confidering, nor in any other) was deemed 
the hufband of the virgin he lay with, and was 
obliged to make a public recognition of it, 
as enjoined by God fo to do, without any li- 
berty to put her away all his days j if the law 
of the land was as pofitive as to this, as the 
law delivered from God to above- cited, 

we fhould fee a wonderful change in the man- 
ners of the people, as well as a flop put to 
the daily ruin of innocent girls. Would the 
great and opulent debauch their tenant’s or la- 
bourer’s daughters, or their own fervant- 
maids, if they knew that this put it into the 
power of fuch poor creatures to claim their 
feducers as their hujbands f Certainly not, at 
leafi: not in one infiance often thoufand where 

it 
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it now happens. Muft we not fuppofe, that 
the great and merciful Creator enabled His 
laws for the protedlion of the * weaker fex 
againft the Jlrongevy as well as for the pre- 
vention of confujioji and every evil work^ which 
muft enfue from men and women’s coming 
together and parting uc ctAoya (as 

the jdpojile fays) like natural brute beajls which 
are without reaJo7i ? As therefore a contempt 
of the laws of Heaven, is evidently the caufe 
of the evil, it is as evident that nothing but 
reftoring their due refpebl and efficacy can ever 
cure it. 

How great an impediment to matrimony 
doth this alfo prove, among the profligate 
and licentious part of mankind ? (which, as 
the world goes, I do not fuppofe to conftitute 
a very fmall part of it) — for if men can gra- 
tify their paffions, and indulge their love of 
variety, without the leaft danger of much 
further trouble than it cofts them to feduce a 
poor unwary girl, they will hardly bind them- 


The Atheiji and Hohh 'tji deny any principle of right 
or natural jujitce before the invention of civil compaSly 
which, they fay, gave being to it j and accordingly 
have had the effrontery to declare, that a flate of nature 
was a ftate of war. See Pope’s Works, Quarto, 1769, 
vol.i. p. 534,— 5, note. 

This feems to coincide with the vulgar notion, of 
throwing tht marriage-union on an human outward cere- 
mony, or civil compatf, without which the fexes are in a 
Jiate of war , and each to niake what depredations they 
can on the other : little adverting to the wife and holy 
provifion which the Creator ordained againfl this, 
long before civil compatlf arifing from marriage-ceremony y 
was invented, or exifted. 

D 2 felvea 
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felves to the painful cEconomy of a family- 
life, or confine themfelves to the attention 
find concern which a family muft require. 

In every point of view, the contempt of 
God’s law is very fhocking ; but be it re- 
membered, that, though we have no m- 
cipal law to enforce its obligation, it oug 
to be binding and obligatory on every mans 
Q0Jifcic7icc in the fight of the divine law-giver. 

There is no jiatute which punifhes the de- 
filement of our neighbour’s wife, though it 
is a capital offence by God’s law, and pu- 
niflied with the death of both the parties ; yet 
furely none will fay, that it is the lefs cri- 
minal before God : or, becaufe the feventh 
commandment has no human municipal law to 
enforce its rigour, that therefore the con- 
fciences of individuals are under lefs obliga- 
tion to obferve it, or have more liberty to 
tranfgrcfs it, than if it had. 

But it fometimes happens, that a man hav- 
ing enticed a maid. See. lives with her for a 
feafon, and then turns her off for another, 
not perhaps without making fame provifion 
for the firjl, and the confcience of the man is 
falved by this piece of generofty, as it is 
called. But the law of God is diredlly 
againft fuch a proceeding — He fall surkly 
endow her to be his wife, faith the mof High: 
and the reafon given for this, can never alter 
nor ceafe, becaufe the adl from which it arifes 
can never be recalled. The law of God 
therefore as much remains in force againfi fuch 
a putting away, as againft theft or murder. 


It 
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It is not unufual for women fo put awajtj 
to marry other men, nay, fometimes they are 
portioned by the feducer for this very purpofe. 
This fadiionable way of getting rid of wo- 
men, includes in it many crimes. Firft, It 
i? a breach of that politive law — He Jhall furely 
endow her to be his wife — and again — S,he jloall 
be his wife', becaufe he hath humbled her, he 
may not put her away all his days. Secondly, 
It is therefore a fpecies of unlawful, forbid- 
den divorce. It is, thirdly, adultery in the 
woman fo put away to marry another. And, 
fourthly. He that marrietb her that is put 
away commit teth adultery. 

We never allow any thing to be adultery 
except the outward ceremony has paffed ; but 
God’s politive commands are not fubject to 
the controul of human invention. It would be 
a folecifm in philofophy, to talk of fetting 
the fun to the dial, and not the dial to the fun ; 
it is as great a one in divinity, to argue, that 
the law of God is to be accommodated to the 
law of man, and not the law of man to the 
law of Cjod. 

Let us fuppofe for a moment, that, as it is 
faid to have been the cafe amongft the Spar~ 
tans, thift was not to be looked, upon in a* 
fcandalous point of view, but * rather allow- 

* Julus GeUlus^ lib. xi. c. i8. tells us, out of an an- 
tient lawyer, that the old Egyptians held all manner of 
thefts to be lawful, and did not punilli them. Diodo- 
rus Siculus mentions this law among them, that they 
who live by robbery were to enter their names, and bring 
what they Hole to the who mulcted the man that 
was robbed, a fourth part, and gave it to the thief. Sec 
'Patrick gn Gen. xlvi. 34. 

D 4 ablo 
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able and commendable, if done fo dextroufly, 
as that the perlbns were not detedted in the 
fadl ; Would this ihake the authority of the 
eighth commandment j or be pleadable before 
God as ajuftification of the thief Confder 
the work of God, that which is crooked cannot 
be made Jirait, and who can make that frdit 
•which he hath made crooked^ Eccl. i. 15. 
vii. 13. 

From what has been faid> I think it may 
be fairly concluded : 

1. 

That marriage is a divine inftitution, and, 
as fuch, to be abided by as revealed to us by 
its holy and blefi'ed author. 

2. 

That thofe who look upon it merely as a 
civil contrast i and therefore fubjedt to the 
alteration and controul of men, have differ- 
ent views of it from thofe given us in the 
fcriptures. 

3- 

That a woman’s perfon cannot be fepa- 
rated hom her fe If wherever fhe bellows the 
one, the other is bellowed alfo. 

That when Ihe delivers her perfon, and 
confequently her felf, into the polfeffion of 
a man, Ihe is (if not betrothed to another) 
by that adl, infcparably united to him, fo 
indilJblubly joined, that Ihe cannot leave him, 
nor may he put her away all his days. 

5 ’ 

That if thefe truths were received, as they 
are indeed the truths of God, millions 

pf 
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of women (efpecially of the lower fort) 
would be faved from ruin ; for, being pro- 
tedled, received, and provided for as God’s 
law enjoins, as the wives of thofe men who 
enticed them, they could not be turned 
upon the wide world, with the lofs of 
reputation, friends, and confequently all pow- 
er of helping themfelves, but by ways too 
dreadful to think of ! 

Before I conclude this point, I muft defire 
not to be mifunderftood, as if I meant to 
undervalue or defpife human ordinances ; they 
have excellent ufe, and, in this mixed ftate of 
things, are neceflary to maintain that order 
and decency, which are fo neceffary for the 
regulation of the outward actions of men. 
I would rather infer their ufe and necef- 
fity, than doubt of either. When I fay that 
the marriage-fervice of the fhurch, doth not 
conftitute a marriage in th^ fight of God, I 
fay true ; becaufe by finding no fuch fervice 
in the Bibky and that marriages were had 
and folemnized without it, I therefore con- 
clude that cannot be it which conftitutes a 
marriage in the fight of God ; for, if fo, we 
muft fuppofe that people before the invention 
of fuch fervice, were not married at all, but 
lived in fn ; which is abfurd and impoffible. 
That fome fervice, or ceremony, is expedient, 
for many good and laudable purpofes, muft 
be allowed — as, for the public recognition 
of the mutual engagement of the parties to 
each other— -to ratify their union as to in- 
heritances,’ 
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heritances, and many other laudable ends of 
civil fociety j and as none can live together 
as man and wife^ without oifence, unlefs they 
* fubmit to the ordinance of man, it ought, 
where it poffibly can, to be fubmitted to for the 
Lord’s fake, i Pet. ii. 13. 

But it is a great abufe of fuch things, to 
put them in the place of the inftitution of 
God i fo that this is of no force or validity 
in God’s light without the other. Hence it 
is, that, men thinking they are not married, 
unlefs by zpriefi in a church, take advantage 
of their own villainy, and thus fcduce women, 
and put them away at their pleafure ; whereas 
God’s law binds them, in the firf infance, 
and declares the bond indif 'oluble. So that, as 
to the purpofes of the divine inftitution, if 
a thoufand priefs were to read a thoufand 

^ This golden rule of i Pet. ii. appears by the 
context, to relate to that obedience which we owe to the 
avil powers. But then the laws of civil government 
muft not be inconfiftewt with., or repugnant to., the law 
of God, for if they be, we muft not fubmit to them, but 
rather fuffer than obey. When Nehuchadnezzer fet up his 
golden image., the three children of Ifrael would not obey 
the king’s decree to worftiip it j they chofe rather to en- 
dure the fiery furnace. Dan. iii. 17, 18. So Daniel vi. 10. 
And as it is withr/'b'/V, fo is it with eccleftajlical ordinan- 
ces of men \ thefe muft be confonant with God’s word, 
otherwife we muft a£l as the apojlles did, A/fs iv. 19. 
Men may make laws for the public recognition of a 
marriage in the fight of the world ^ but to ordain in what 
marriage fliall confift in the fight of God, is out of their 
jurifdidlion, and depends lolely on the appointment of 
God’s o'wn law. 
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fervices over the parties, thefe cannot add to, 
nor diminifli from their union before God, 
which, as in His fight, is created by the Al- 
mighty fiat — they Jljall be one jlejh. This 
^”.rcly muft be as evident, from the whole 
nor of the feripture, as that the pour- 
ing water on a perfon, or dipping him in 
water, in the name of the Blefjed ‘Trinity, is 
the complete divine ordinance of baptij'm, 
though no a6t is done, or word faid, be- 
lides. 

There are no where in the Hebrew of the 
Old Teflament, or Greek of the New Tefta- 
ment, any fpecific names for married perfons, 
fuch as the BngUJii words biijbaiid and wife 
■ — but and man and woman — So 

and y\jvv[, which alfo fignify perfons of 
the male or female fex in general ; but when 
coupled with pronouns polieffive, as 
her man — his woman. 'O ’ix,vv\p eou, thy 
man — ^ yvvyi sxvth, his woman, they then de- 
note the marriage-relation : but how that re- 
lation is entered into, fo as to become indilTo- 
luble on both Tides, hath already been fhewn; 
to which we may add fome obfervations on 
the word which we tranllate husband, 
married. See Gen. xx. 3. nby2 marita- 
ta rnarito. Mont. ■, literally, according to our 
idiom, married to an husband. Jla. Ixii. 4. 

Gf terra tua erit maritata. Mont. ; 
and thy land jhall be tnarried. Now ligni- 
hes to have, or take poffion, or authority over, 
as a participal noun — ‘O 'eyppy — he who hath. 

Hence 
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Hence it fignifies to marry ^ to take pojjejjlon 
of a 'woman, to have her, as we fay^ See Deut. 
xxiv. I . xxi. 13. In Niph, to be married, taken 
pojfejfonof as a wife. Ifa. Ixii. 4. with liv. i. 
See Parkhurji’s Heb. Lex. bvn. So Calafio. 
“ Significat dominium, magifterium, domi- 
** natus eft, habuit, pofledit ut dominus, 
maritus fuit, rem habuit cum muliere/'^ 
** It fignifies dominion, the place or office 
** of a J mafter or governor.” “ As a verb, 
** he governed, had, pofejfed, as a -f* lord or 
“ mafter, he was married, or, had to do with 
** a woman By all which, taken together, 
it appears that this laji circumftance is that 
which brings her into the pofleffion, and re- 
duces her under the dominion of the man, ac- 
cording to that of Gen. iii. 16. latter part. 
See Deut. xxii. 29, where it is exprefled by 
njy CompreJJit earn. Mont.; He hath humbled 
her. Engliffi tranflation. Surely this af- 
fords an additional and concl xfive proof, that 
a man’s taking pojj'ejjion of a woman in the 
fenfe above-mentioned, is in the language of 
fcripture marrying her, or making her 
his woman. 

This appears alfo from Deut. xxiv. i, 
where the word * 7 ^ 2 , according to Pagninus, 
is ufed in this fenfe — 

J Our Englifh word husband hath this idea^ according 
to Johnfon — Hofsband.^ mafter, Danifh ; from houfe and 
bonda^ Runic^ a mafter.” See Dift. 

t The husband is called, Exod. xxi. 3. 
liens dominus^ Mont. Lord of a womans Maritus. marg. 

o 
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nbvai niPK np' o 

cum coierit & fasminam vir ceperit fi. 

Pagninus. Mont. Marg. 
Here the taking the woman, and lying with 
her, moft clearly appears to make her the 
'^ans wife, as the reft of the verfe and the 
.iree following demonltrably Ihcw. 

Bilhop Patrick, on this place, obferves, 
that “ the Hebrew Dodtors make a difference 
between thefe two : underftanding by tak~ 
“ ing a wife, efpoufing her to be his wife, 
“ and by marrying her, his completing the 
“ contradt by lying with her'' The former 
lignified by np’ the latter by nVyi. 

There is another word which denotes a wife, 
viz. bitit — from the root bitit — which in Kal. 
fignifies to lie carnally with a woman. See Dent, 
xxviii. 30. alfoPf. xlv. 9. Neh. ii. 6. in both 
which latter places we have tranflated it 
^een; but this it does not fignify, in any 
other fenfe, but as the King’s wfe. Ar. Mont, 
renders it hy conjunx — z yoke-fellow, or wifei 
o-jyKC/TOf — Aquila. See that learned and ufeful 
work, Parkhurf's Heb. & Eng. Lex. fub. 
voc. bitit. 

I fhould now proceed to confider marriage,, " 
or matrimony as it is called, in another point 
of view, namely under civil confiderations, 
and, as fuch, an objedl of human laws: but 
before this can be done in a proper manner, 
feme incidental points muft be fully under- 
flood and difeuffed. Therefore the fubjedl 
of matrimony, as a civil contradl controulable 
by human legillature, mufl be deferred for a, 
feafon. 


rtor A 
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CHAP. II. 

Cy Whoredom and Fornication. 

W HEN God, the Creator and Lord 
of all, was pleafed to ordain and ef- 
tablifh the means by which His creatures 
were to increafe and multiply, and reple- 
nifi the earth, in which primary command 
His reafonable creatures were equally in- 
terefled with the brute part of the creation, 
and in fome rcfpetTrs, if we confider this 
world as connedled with another, infinitely 
more, and therefore the command was par- 
ticularly addrefied to them, Gen. i. 28. — it 
could not be but that the adl, whereby 
mankind was to be propagated, mufi: be to- 
tally innocent in itfelf: otherwife it could not 
have been conliftent with the flate -f- of m 72 o- 

cence 

f We arc told, Gen. i- 31. that God faw every thing 
that He had inade^ and behold it was 1KD very good. 
We cannot, confiftently with this account of things, 
doubt that every endowment of tlie human nature, 
whether of body or mind, came under this defeription ; 
consequently, that thofc deftres which were neccliar)^’to 
lead man to the propagation and continuance of his 
fpecies, were without any evil whatfoever. We cannot 
fuiHcicntly abhor the folly and blafphemy of Jerome and 
fome others, who fay, that Jdatns, defire to know his 
‘‘ wife^ was the firif fin which made God repent that 
He had made man, and was the occafion of turning him 
“ out of Paradifed'" Coitus priemium mors — fays Je- 
rome contr. Jovinian* 

No iiiconiiderable difficulty awaited this fcheme, which 
arofe from the quedion — How then was the world to 
be peopled, if not by natural generation P* But this 
was eafily folved, by imagining that “ the earth would 
have been fupplied with menj as the heavens arc with 

“ engelsT, 
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cence in which man was when marriage was 
firft ordained. But that this a 6 ly innocent 
in itfelf as any other function of the body, 
might be kept within due bounds of order 
] and decency, and all confulion and diforder 
avoided ; God enadted certain -f* pojitive laws 
for this very purpofe, to confine within fuch 
bounds as Teemed good to Himfelf to limit, 
that natural, but ‘violent paffion, which, for 
the gi'eat purpofe of propagating the hu- 
man J'pecies, was made an injeparablc adjundl to 
the human frame. 

Thofe who imagine that this appetite is 
in ititM finful, either in the defre or adl, 
charge Go\y foolifly, as if He could ordain 
the increafe and multiplication of mankind by 
an atl finful in itfelf; an abfurdity little fhort 
of blafphemy / Sin, we are told, on the moft 
infallible authority, is the tranfgrejjion of the 
law, I John iii. 4 ; — and where no law is, 
there is no trarijgrcfion, Rom. iv. 15 : — when 

angels^ by the immediate creative power of God, 
without the interference of any generation what- 
foever.” SccZ)/<' Eccl. Hift.Eng. Tranf. Cent. 5, 
p. where 5 /. Chryfojiom himfelf to this effedf. 

When fuch monilrous opinions can have been main- 
tained by thofe who, in their day, were looked upon as 
fathers of the church., let it warn thee, Rcacfcr, againft 
fearching for truth anywhere but in the bleficd word of 
God ; dread as much to leave it for an inflant, as a blind 
man would dread to walkamidll: pits and precipices with- 
out a guide, or a mariner to fail among rocks and fhoals 
without a pilot. Remember what the Pfalmill: fays, Pf 
cxix. 1 05. Thy word is a lamp unto 7 iiy fcciy and a light 
unto ?ny path. 

f ConjunCiio ?naris cum famind., per quarn propagatur 
genus hunianuni., dignijfrna res eft Icgum curd. Grot, de 
Verit. lib. ii. § 13. The conjumStion of the 7 naleW\t\\ 

thct fcfnale., by which the human race is propagated, is 
a matter moft worthy the care of laws.'" 

2 therefore 
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therefore this aft is done agreeably to God’s 
will, it is like all other afts fo done, good and 
not evil. In order to make it evil, it muft be 
done againft fome precept of God’s law, 
otherwife it is as innocent as fatisfying our 
hunger with eathig, or our thirjl with drinking, 
Thefe may become Jinful by their abufe or ex- 
cefs ; fo may the other ; but in itfef, and in 
its lawful life, it is as perfectly innocent as the 
two former. 

We have obferved before, that where a man 
and woman become perfonally united to each 
other, they are one jlep, and are forbidden to 
put each other away. This is the * ordinance of 
marriage, and the only one which is revealed 
in the fcriptures ; therefore we may call it 
the only one which God ever ordained. 

But when men corrupted their ways upon 
the earth, Gen. vi. 12, this ordinance of mar- 
riage, fanftified by God’s blejjing, Gen. i. 28, 
and ratified by His own exprefs command, 
Gen. ii. 24, was, as every other divine inditu- 
tion, corrupted, perverted, and abufed ; and 
men, to fatisfy their delires at as cheap a rate 
as poffible, without the incumbrance of a 
wife and family, or confining themfelves to 
the fober'duties of maintaining, taking care 

* Unlefs we agree in defining the terms made ufe of, 

3 > argument can be properly underftood, or fatisfac- 
rily concluded. I would therefore here repeat, what I 
have already faid — “that, as in God’s fight, by marriage^ 
ordinance I mean, that^ by which the parties bccomo 
“ one fiejh — and by marriage^ the atiually becoming foJ** 
This wasy is^ and ever muji he one and the fame, in all 
r agis^ times^ diniplaceSy however mankind may differ about 
the adventitious circumftances of hurnan ceremony — whe- 
ther Jewi/hy Popijhy Proteftant^ Mahometan^ or Heathen. 

10 of. 
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bf, or providing for their houfeholds, ciiofe 
to have intercourfe and commeree with 
women, like brute beajls, for the fake of 
mere appetite, and then to leave the women 
for the fervice of the next comer. Something 
of this fort may not improbably be the mean- 
ing of Gen. vi. 2, where it is faid, that they 
took them women of all which they chofe. 
For though this word, in certain connexions, 
denotes what we call wives (as Deut. xxi. 15.) 
yet it ligniiies primarily the female fex, or 
women in general. Such traffic was offenfive 
to God, an abufe of His ordinance, (fee i Cor* 
vi. 15, 16.) and tending to deftroy the mar- 
riage-obligation, not only by rendering the 
bond which was created by it ineffectual, 
hut by inducing mankind to defpife it, and 
fet it at nought. All genealogies mull be 
confounded, inheritances obfcured, and re- 
lationffiip itfelf dellroyed ; for who could af- 
certain thele things, fo neceffary to the ex- 
iltence of all civil fociety, in the commerce 
with harlots? Confufo 7 i, and every evil work, 
muff enfue j and therefore the all-wnfe Go- 
vernor of the univerfe forbad whoredom and 
fornication on pain of death temporal apd eter- 
nal. See I Tim. i. 8, 9, 10. 

The Hebrew word nJT is particularly ap- 
propriated to this offenc; in the Old Tefta- 
ment, as Tropvstx is in the New Teftamentj 
and we fhall never find it mentioned blit with 
the divine abhorretKe. We have no law to 
enforce the punifhment wdiich God annexed 
to it, or to treat an harlot or whore as a capi- 
Vor.. I. E tal 
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/<2/ offender j but it Is neverthelefs ofFenfive 
to God, and will now, as ever, meet with 
marks of His difpleafure. Know ye not, faith 
Paul, I Cor. vi. 9, that the unrighteous Jhall 
not inherit the kingdom of Govt ? Be not deceive 
neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterer 
— &c. — -fhall inherit the kingdom of God. 

So odious is whoredom in God’s fight, thg,! 
it is not only faid to defile the parties who 
are guilty of it, but the very land itfelf was 
faid to be dfled thereby, Jer. iii. 9. Though 
this text may perhaps primarily relate to ido~ 
iatry, which is fpiritual whoredom, yet it ferves 
to mew the malignant nature of whoredom-, 
otherwife this would not be made ufe of, as 
adultery is in the fame verfe, in a figurative 
fcnfe, to denote the other. 

God exprefsly commanded, that there 
fliould not be a whore of the daughters of If- 
rael. Lev. xix. 29. Deut. xxiii. 17 ; and or- 
dained, that a woman playing the whore, if 
the daughter of a common perfon, fhould be 
Jloned to death, Tdeut. xxii. 21. but if the 
daughter of 2.prieft, flie was to be burned with 
fre. Lev. xxi. 9. I mention thefe things as 
proofs of the finfulnefs of an adt, innocent 
in itfelf) when committed againft a divine 
pofitive law. No human power or cuftom 
can alleviate its guilt, or make it lefs offen-. 
live to God than His word has made it ; the 
perlbn’s confcience that thinks otherwife is 
fadly deceived. 

Though what has been already faid may fervc 
as a definition of this offence, yet, to fave the 

Reader 
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ileader the trouble of looking back, as well as 
to be Hill more explicit upon the fubjeft, I 
would define n2T, or 'whoredom, to be “a wo- 
man’s giving her perfon to a man, without 
any intent of marriage, but either for the 
** mere gratification of luji, or iox gain or hire, 
** and departing from that man to others for 
** the fame * purpofes.” This is being what 
the Hebrew fcriptures call Hill, an harlot or 
whore. See Gen. xxxviii. 15, 16. The radi- 
cal idea of the Hebrew nJT feems to be, to 
compafs, encircle, infold, enclofe-, and denotes un^ 
lawful embraces between the /rxrr. Hence we 

render it, to commit whoredom. See Parkh. 
Heb. and Eng. Lex. fub voc. 

As whoredom is generally ufed in our trans- 
lation, as denoted by the word njT, and feems 
rather appropriated to fignify the womans 
fliare in the offence ; fo the term -f- fornica- 
cation, which is exprefled by the fame word 
in the original, feems to be the name given 

* After reading the above, it is hardly to be conceived 
with what eyes people have red‘this book, and yet charge 
the author with giving no definition of whoredenu 

t Our Englifh word fornication^ feems to be derived 
from the Latin /i7rK/v ; which literally fignifies an arch 
or vault in houfes — and by a nieionyiny — a bfothel-houfey 
becaufe thefe were in vaults under ground. Ainfworth* 
Hor. Epift. 14. 1 . 21, 22. fays to his Jiciuard — 
—^Fornix tibi, & undta popinaj 
Incutiiint urbis defidcrium, video. 

For well I know, a tavern’s greafy fieam^ 

‘‘ And a vile Jiewy with joy your heart inflame.” 

Francis. 

Hence the haunters of thofe places were called fornt^- 
ia^ors* is^tjohn/on*^ Di‘fl. Hor. Sat, lib. i. Sat. 2. 1 . 3c, 

3 ^- 
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to the offence which the man commits in fuch 
illicit commerce. Though this obfervation 
may not hold in all cafes, yet it is the befl 
reafon which occurs to me, for our ufing dif- 
ferent words, to denote an offence of the fame 
kind. 

I readily confefs, that the revival of God’s 
antient laws againft whoredom, amongft us, 
would be very dreadful, and indeed unjuji, 
unlefs the whole confident fcheme which 
God has laid down was all to be revived to- 
gether. The women, under God’s law, 
could force their feducers to take them as 
their wives ; or rather were deemed fo adiually 
married, as not to be put away. A woman 
had but to fummon her feducer before the 
judges, to prove the fadl againft him, and their 
fentencc, which muft have been according to 
the law, mud have been obeyed on pain of 
death. Deut. xvii. 12. Unlefs this were (as 
it ought to be) the cafe among us, it would 
be oppreflive, unjud, and cruel to the lad 
degree, to punifli women with death, for be- 
ing, by the treachery and villainy of men, 
forced into a way of life (however abhorrent 
in itfelf, or culpable) which is the natural, 
and, in mod indances, the inevitable confe- 
quence of their being deferted by thofe who 
ought to have protcdled them, but againd 
whom they have no, remedy, or means to 
make them aft the jud and honourable 
part. 

Under this head of forbidden lewdnefs, I 
would mention the praftice of taking an har- 
lot 
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lot to keep for a time, nnd tficn, when pleafure 
or conveniency prompts, difmiffing her. This 
is ufually called keeping a mijirep : ; but as 
there is no intention of marriage^ and this is 
only done for the mere gratification of lujit 
it is not only a very evil example to others, 
and a defiance- of the laws and good order of 
fociety, but doubtlefs comes under the 
demnatioHy as it muft be ranked under the de- 
fcription, of fornication and whoredom. 

This was not the fituation of the or 

■f* concubines amongft the fews thefe feem 
to have been looked upon as wives, though, 
in fome refpedls, of an inferior rank. They 
were fo far confidered as wives, that the man 
who took them had fuch a propriety in them, 
as to make it a very great offence, if not adul~ 
tery itfelf, to violate them •, as appears in the 
cafe of Jacob's concubine Bilhah. Reuben, 
the eldeft fon of Jacob, had lain with her ; and 

t Dr. yohnfon.^ in his Dictionary, makes a concubine 
fignify — a woman kept in fornication, a whore, a 

ftrumpet but no fuch meaning of the word 
is to be found in the feriptures. it is greatly owing 
to fuch interpretations of words which are ufed in our 
tranJlation.y that we are led to have very falfc conceptions, 
not only of words, but of whole pafTages, In the facred 
volume. 

5o the word a^dultery — inftead of keeping to the un- 
varied ufe of the Hebrew we make it fignify every 
thing which our ideas have annexed to the Englijh term 
adultery. At this the truth of feripture can never 
be fixed, but muft alter 'with the languages into which it 
may happen to be tranflated, or with the ideas which 
change of times, or opinions, may affix to certain words 
in thofe languages. 

E 3 
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yacob, Gen. xlix. 4. calls it going up to his 
“ bed and defiling it y For this crime 
was difinherited, and put from the right of 
the firfi-born. Compare Gen. xlix. 3, 4. with 
j Chron. v. i. 

Though the children of the concubine did 
not inherit as the children of the wife in moft 
cafes, yet in one very remarkable one we find 
they did, and that by the difpofal of God 
Himfelf. hi ah and Rachel, are called the 
%uroes of yacob-, Bilhah and Zilpah were his 
concubines (as may appear from Gen. xxxv. 
22.); yet the children of thefe inherited the 
land of Canaan equally with the children of 
fortner . 

I confefs myftlf not mailer enough of the 
fubjecl, to define exaftly the difference be- 
tween a ^fife, and a concubine, in 

all refpcils ; neither have I been fortunate 
enough to meet with fo precife a definition 
in any author, as to warrant a determination 
of the queftion. What I have found upon 
the fubjedt, I fubmit to the Reader, in the 
potes below^', and in the appendix to this 

chapter, 


t The autiiors of thellniv. Hift. (vol.iii. p. 141.) call 
the wives of the firj} rank^ and the wives of 

the Jecond rank\ “which laft, fay they, though mofl: 
verfions render by the word concubines^ harlots^ profr 
titutes^ yet in none of thofe places of feripture where 
the w^ord is ufed, which are about thirty-fix in num- 
ber, is any fuch finifter fenfe implied.” However, 
they ftate a two-fold difference between thefe and the 
%uives of the firfl rank, Firft — that the latter were 

taken with the ufual ceremonies, and the/d?r;;z^r with- 

“ out, 
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chapter, which he will fee at the end of this 
volume. 

This IS certain, no mark of difapproba- 
tion is fet upon concubhiage in the fcrip- 
tures, though they fpeak fo feverely againft 
‘whoredom i which, to me, is an evident and 
conclufive proof, that there is Ibme fpecific 
difference between them. Indeed we find 
the owner of the concubine called her husband-, 
fhe his wife. So the text, yudges :x.ix. i. A 
certain Levite took to him uxo~ 

rem pellicem. Mont, j a wife concubine : and in 

out. Secondly, with rerpcdl to their authority, and 
the honour paid to them and their children.’’ 

This is very clear, that the (acred tongue.^ made ufe of 
by the Holy Ghoji the feriptu^js, makes diftinflions, 
which amount to Whionftration of there being no foun- 
dation for confounding the with whores or heir-^ 

lots. The words and are (bmetimes ufed for 

the fame perfon. See Gen. xxv. i. 6. (xxx. 4. with xxxv. 
22.) ; but and n.3*)T are never thus ufed. 

Calafio defines as — Ancilla unita iff addtBa viro 

ahfque fcrjptura.i i. c. contraffii detail iff fponfalibiis, An 
handmaid united and devoted to a man, or hufband, 
without writing — /. e. without any contrail for dower 
or efpoufals.” 

Bujbequlm exprefsly affirms, that a wife is difiin- 
guiflied from a concubine.^ in Turkey,^ merely by aP 
dowry which feems alfo to have been fhe diftin< 5 lion 
“ among the yrw5.”|Sec Outlines of a nezv Commentary on 
Solomon 5 Song., (a mod: ingenious and excellent work) 
'p. 21. written by an author to whom the world is highly 
indebted, for ‘‘ Obfervations on divers pojfages of ferip- 
‘‘ ture,” in two volumes — sx work, which, by laying be- 
fore us the manners and cujiotns in the Eajl, elucidates 
the feriptures of the Old Teftamcnt beyond any other 
comment that has yet appeared. It may be truly faid of 
Mr, Harmery that he has the happy art of making dark 
things plain,” in a way, which, at the fame time that 
it injiruiis^ highly entertains the reader. 

E 4 verfe 
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verfe 3. he is called w> ejus, Mont, j 

her husband, as we tranflate it. So the Fr. of 
D. Martin, fon mart ; and this trinflation 
feems to be very proper, becaufe, the dam- 
fel’s father is called, ver. 4. his (the Levite’s) 
(Jin father-m-law, and ver. 5. the Levite is 
called Unn his (the damfel’s father’s) fon-in- 
law each of thefe relations by marriage be- 
ing expreffed by the word ]nn. Surely this 
affords a conclufive proof, that the concubines, 
in thofe days, were in fome fenfe wives \ but, 
in what fenfe, it may be very difficult to de- 
termine exactly. The rout inn fignifies to 
.contrast affinity by marriage. Gen. xxxiv. 9, 
Joffi. xxiii. 12. In this laid paffage, the 
LXX render it by tTiyxfxicK roisiv, to make 
marriages. So that though we cannot date 
the precife difference between the wife and 
the concubine in every particular, yet there 
was too great a fimilarity between them, not 
to be both widely different from what we 
call a kept mijlrcfs, in whom the man claims 
not a jot more property, than in an horfe 
hired for a day’s journey, nor is more care 
or concern ufually taken about them, when 
v,;nce the fancy or humour of the keeper leads 
him to refo'jve upon difmiffion. 

The remedy of this mifehief depends on 
that of the others which have been mention- 
ed ; all muft ftand or fall together. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP, III, 
Of Adultery. 


I COME now to conlider an offence againft 
the pcfitive precepts of God, which is of 
_^the nioA malignant kind, that of commerce be^ 
tween the fexes, where the woman is the wife, 
confequently the inviolable and unalienable 
property of another man. 

This is truly and properly adultery y and de- 
fcribed in the feventh commandment by a 
word, which, throughout the whole Hebrew 
fcriptures, is confined to that fingle idea. 
Hence it is, that it is ufed, in a figurative 
fenfe, to denote the turning from God to the 
worlhip of idols. God calls himfelf the huf^ 
band of His church the church is repre- 
fented under the figure of a fpoiife or wife 5 
therefore, apoftatizing from Jehovah to idolst 
is called, in a fpiritual fenfe, adultery y If.liv. 

* ‘Thy Maker is thine hujband. Jer. iii. 14. 

* The words in the original are * * *** the 

plural number, thy hujbands., thy tnakers \ then follows, 
Jehovah Sahaoth is His name. Surely here, as in Eccl. 
xii. i'. and in many other paffages, the careful reader 
muft fee a plurality of perfons in Jehovah openly revealed. 
To imagine, as many do, that this fundamental of true 
religion was referved to the days of the New Tejiament^ is 
one of thofe confequences of ignorance with refpe£t to 
the Hebrew fcriptures, under which we Chrijiians con- 
tent ourfcives, • 

Turn, 
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^urn, 0 backjliding children, for I am mar- 
ried to you. Then God complains, ver. 20. 
Surely as a wife treacheroiify departs from her 
huJband,fo have ye dealt treacheroiify with me, 

0 houfe of Ifrael, faith the Lord of hofs. 

It is the misfortune of ours, as of all arbi- 
trary languages, to want •)- precifion ; fo that 

when 

f One great reafon of which Is, the aptncfs of fuch 
languages to acquire new meanings by length of time* 
This is remarkably the cafe with ours ; for inftance, the 
•iVord knave formerly meant a hoy — a male child — then a 
fervant hoy^ and by degrees, any fervant man. In fome old 
Englifli tranflations, I am told, that Tlctv\o^ 

Xpirtf, is rendered, Paul a knave of Jefus Chrift. Thcfe 
meanings are obfolete, and now it fignifies z. petty rafcal^ 
a fcoundrely a dijhonejl fellow. Sec Phillips'^ Dift. and 
yohnfon* So the word lujl., which now generally, if not 
only, carries with it an idea of fomething filthy and un^ 
lawful^ was ufed by the tranflators of the Bible to fignify 
lawful (Deut. xii. 15. xiv. 26.) as well as that 

which is evil. In Phillips^ Eng. Di6t. 6th edit. 1706, 
the word luji is thus defined — unlawful paffion or de- 

fire — wantonnefs — leachcry” — fo that its fignification 

01 defire^ m z good feiife^ is totally excluded. But this 
cannot affedl the import of the Hebrew or the Greek 
kiri^vyitet. Dr. fiohufon (Didf. fubvoc.) defines it by, 
I. Carnal defire — 2. violent and irregular defire. See Pf. 
^xxiv. 12. Prayer Book Tranflation. Other inftances 
of fuch mutafion might be given. But this cannot be 
the cafe with the Hebrew language ; if it could, it muft 
ceafe to be the word of God, and become the word, the 
uncertain word, of man. 

In fhort, it would amount to a creation of new laws^ 
which ftill muft vary with the new ufe of words, and 
thus, from time to time, create new offences.^ in propor- 
tion to words acquiring new meanings. But the mind 
of God hath been gracioufly delivered to us in a lan- 
guage a^ unchangeable and fixed as itfelf Therefore, 
'VV’hat the words meant when recorded by the facred penmen.^ 
they mean to this hour, and will mean for ever — for 

which 
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when we fpeak of adultery, we include in it 
every idea which is ufually affixed to the 
v/ord by cujiom, whether right or wrong. 
There is a * precifion in the Hebrew lan- 
guage peculiar to itfelf; every word is derived 
from fome fixed root, or is itfelf that root, 
which has a fixed and determinate meaning j 
and though the word branch itfelf into ever 
fo many different, and feemingly contradic- 
tory fenfes, yet the original idea contained in 
the root will always circulate, as the fame fap 
from the root of a tree, will always flow 
through the Hem to the feveral branches, be 


which very conclufive reafon, it is impolTible that any 
word of the Old Teftament can acquire a new meaning 
under the New Teftament. Wherefore the word 
adultery^ can never admit of any other meaning or con- 
ftru£i:ion, than it received in the books of Mofes and the 
prophets — what that was, will appear in the ftquel. 

How arbitrary languages have always been fubje61: to 
change, by their being governed by fafbion and cuftom| 
we may learn from Horace : 

— -Mortalia fadla peribunt, 

Nedum fermonum ftet honos, & gratia vivax. 

Multa renafeentur, quae jam cccidcre : cadentque 
Quae nunc funt in honore vocabula ; ft volet ufus. 
Quern penes arbitrium eft, & jus & norma loquendi, 

All things fliall perifh, and fhall words iprefume 
To hold their honours and immortal bloom ? 

Many fhall rife, that now forgotten lie. 

Others, in prefent credit, loon fhall die, • 

If cuftom will, whofe arbitrary fway. 

Words, and tfie forms of language, muft obey. 

Francis. 

^ The Hebre'iv language is worthy its omnifeient au^ 
thor^ equally free from deficiency or hyperbole : not fo the 
inodern languages ; they have indeed letters to form founds^ 
but the words they compofe are arbitrary^ uncertain^ aneb 
frequently falfe, HuUlu Abr. p. 41 , 

the^ 
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they ever fo many. From the want of fuch 
pregifion in our language, we are apt to fix 
meanings to the words of fcripture, which, 
when confidered in the original, they will not 
bear : and in few are we more miftaken than 
in the meaning (the fcriptural meaning) of 
the word adultery. 

The words of the feventh commandment 
arc — — which we very properly tranf- 
late — Hhou JJjalt not commit adultery. But 
what is the true meaning of the word 
adultery^ The only certain way to know 
this, is to confider its uniform fignification 
throughout the whole Hebrew Bible -y and 
whoever doth this, will find that it is never 
ufed but to denote the defilement oi a* be-^ 

trothed 

* The learned authors of the Ant. XJniv. Hljl. vol. iii. 
p. 137. rightly obferve, that ‘‘ adultery was puiiiftiable 
with death in both parties, whether they were both 
married, or only the woman. But, they add — We 
cannot affirm the puniftimcnt of a married man to 
have been the fame, who committed adultery with ai> 
unmarried womand* This folecifm of “ a married 
** man’s committing adultery with an urmiarried woman^'^ 
arifes from the popular and improper ideas which are an- 
nexed to the Englifh word adultery^ and from not at- 
tending to thE fingle and only idea annexed to the He- 
brew throughout the Bible* Confiftcntly with this, 
Anthonius Matthaus^ the civilian, affirms, that adul- 
tcry cannot be committed between a married man and 
an unmarried woman.” This is certainly true ; be-r 
caufe no trace of fuch an ufe of the word is to be found 
throughout the Bible. 

And indeed, the fixing a determinate meaning to the 
word adultery^ was of the utmoft importance, for 
every man who committed adultery was guilty of a capi- 
tal crime, and liable to be punilhed with d^ath. — This 

Was> 
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trothed or married •woman ; except in the 
gurative fenfe above mentioned, with refpeit 

to 

was, therefore, too ferious a matter to be left in a ftate 
of uncertainty, refpeding what did or did not conftitutc 
the oftence. 

What Wetjiein fays on Mark x. 12. is worth attending 
to on this ^o\i\U— P otiora fuijfc jura mariti quam uxoris 
inde jnanifejlum eji^ quia uxor jure confuetudine Judao^ 
rum erat in manu acpotejlate viri» Porro uxor cum juvene 
rein habens^ adult crii erat rea et morte punienda : non item 
njir rem habens cu?n innupta ; quod etiam apud veteres Chrif- 
tianos obiinuit. 

Bafil. Can. 21. Eati/ ttvys^ yvvdiKt avvoiKeoVy s-re/Jat 

yetlJLCO, g/^ 't^OpVilCtV KptVOUiV TOl- 

\ijoV QU fJLivioi i)(^0[JL£V KoLVOUdL TOO ^JLO fXJctet^ etv]oV V'tS-(tydL^ 

yiiv ictv €/? ^h^v^^p£tv ya.[^is n ytyr!]eti 

— 0 (jLiv^oi 'TTopvivact^ an et7roicKitS^H(ri]Ai Tjjiy yuya/Kcc 

cLv% avvoKyxTicf^, coTi ti yvvn i^ctvioylet ctro ^opv^iet^ 

'TOV Ctyj^pat Ctvjn '^dpetJ^i^ilctt, 0 cfg cLVflp pnetyQii^ctV rcay otKAty 
etvja A^o'TTZiJL^it. Keii T^^uy cTe 0 Aofo? ov pA<Pio^, t) cTg 
6g/Ct KiKpATriK?.* 

From hence it is manifeft, that the laws which re- 
latcd to the hufband were more eligible than thofe 
which related to the Wife, bccaufe, by the law and 
“■ cuftom of the Jewsy the wife was in the hand^ and 
under the power of the hufband. Moreover, a wife 
having to do with a young man was guilty of adultery^ 
and to be punifhed with death. But it was not fo 
“ with the hufband who had an affair with an unmar- 
ried woman, which alfo obtained among the antient 

‘‘ Chrijiians"^ Baftl^ Can. 21. If a man cohabiting# 

with a wife, afterwards, not pleafed with marriage, 
fhould fall into fornication^ wc judge fuch an one a 
fornicator, — We have not any canon (or rule) to bring 
him under an accufation of adultery^ if the fm fhould 
be with a woman free from marriage— nor indeed fhall 
he that (thus) committeth fornication, be fhut out 
“ from cohabitation with his wife : fothat the wife fhall 
receive the man returning from fornication to herfelf, 
but the man fhall fend away from his houfe a defiled 
wife. The reafon of thefe things is not eafy to con- 
c«ive, but thus hath the cuflom prevailed/' 


It 
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to iddlatryt where the fame idea is cxadlly pfc-» 
ferved. 

In Lev. XX. lo. we have an accurate and 
clear explanation of the fignificant word 
as well as of the commandment where it is 
found, If a man commit adultery with his 
neighbour s wife, the adulterer and adulterefs 
Jhall furely be -put to death. What is here 
called committing adultery with his neighbour s 
wife, is called, Ezek. xviii. ii. defling his 
neighbour s wife •, and Prov. vi. 29. going in to 
his neighbour s wife. If we turn to Deut. 
xxii. and confider the expofition of the feventh 
commandment which Mofes was diredted, by 
the Holy Spirit, to deliver to the riling gene- 
ration, •before their entrance into Canaan, 
from ver. 13. to ver. 29. inclulive, we lhall 
find this idea uniformly preferved * through- 
out, See alfo Lev. xviii. 20. 

So 

It is to be obferved, that Bafil lived in the fourth cen- 
tury. If the above rule was of fo long ftanding, as to 
be called a-uvnditety a cujfom.^ it proves demonftrably, that 
the very early Chrijlians did not confider adultery as re- 
lating to any thing but to the defilement of married wo- 
man^ and of courfe, that the interpreting the New Tefta- 
ment fo as to rank polygamy with adultery.^ is a much 
more modern }xciQ,n\\on than is ufually fuppofed. 

* Msechatus eft, adultcravit, adulterium com- 

mifit. Prov.\\. 32. per 77;^/«^/;5r^W2— Idola coluit. Jer* 
iii. 9. Diffcrt a n^T quod generaliter fcortari fignifi- 
cat, ut liquet ex Ofeae iv. 14. at hoc verbum non 
nifi in nuptam competit. Mercer in Pagn, 

“ R. Solomon Jarchi notat dici tantum de nuptaJ"^ 

Leigh's Crit. Sacr. 

To commit adultery with matrons. See Litt. 
Di£t. Mjechor. to adulterate^ to commit adultery [with a 
married woman] Prov. vi. 29, 32^-34. Metaphori-* 
3 “ cally^ 
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So ftri£l is this law with regard to this of- 
fence, that it even reaches to the defilement 
of a betrothed woman, who, in God's fight, 
is reckoned as the man’s wife to whom the is 
betrothed. If a man be found lying with a wo^ 
7 nan married to an hujhandy then they fall both 
of them dicy both the man that lay with the wo-^ 
maUj and the woman ; fo fait thou put away 
evil from IfraeL Deut. xxii. 22. By thefe 
latter words we are taught, that the fin or 
adultery, like that of murder y was not to be 
looked upon merely as a perfonal offence, 
which was of no further confequence than to 
the parties committing it, but, if not pu- 
nifhed as God commanded, brought guilt 
upon the very land itfelf, which could only 


cally, to worjhip idohy Jer, Hi. g. It difFers from 
which fignifies whoring in general, as is plain 
from Hofea iv. 14. But this word only belongs to in- 
continence with a married wo?nan, 

R. Solomon yarchi obferves, it is only ufed where a 
?narried woman is concerned.’^ 

Ahen £7.*- a thinks, that it fignifies all illicit commerce^ 
even whoredom^^^ But I fee, faith GrotiuSy on Exod. 
XX. 14. that this word is taken by the Hebrews in thQ 
fenfe of adulteiy only, and fo it is tranflated in this 
and the other places where it is ufed, by the Greeks^ 
Latins, and other interpreters.” See Leigh, ib. and 
margin. 

The LXX always render it by 

However, not to rely on the faithfulnefs of tranjlatorsy 
the accuracy of lexicographers y or the wifdom of comment 
tatorsy cither critical or explanatory, we mufl: have re- 
courfe to the word itfelf in the original ; and if we find, 
that in all its conncdiions throughout the Hebrew ferip- 
tures, it never is ufed but in one fingU fenfcy we are not 
warranted to put any other upon it. 


bc» 
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be put away by the punifhment of the bf- 
fendcrs. Then follows ver. 22. If a damfel 
that is a virgin be betrothed unto an hujbandt 
and a man find her in the city and lie with her, 
then jhall ye bring them both into the gate of 
that city, and ye Jhall ftone them with fiones that 
they die : the damfelt becaufe Jhe cried not, being 
in the city ; and the man, becaufe he hath 

HUMBLED HIS NEIGHBOUR’S WIFE* 

Such is the law of the Most High 
againll adultery, or the defilement of a mans 
wife. Yet it is not the object of our muni- 
cipal law as any public offence whatfoever. 
The injured hulhand may bring a civil adlion 
for private damages; but neither the adulterer, 
nor the adulterefs, can be indidled orpuniflied, 
*as a public offender, by any one fiatute 

throughout 


^ In the year 1650, when the ruling powers found 
it for their intereft to put on the femblance of a very 
extraordinary ftriftncfs and purity of morals ; not only 
incej} and wilful adultery were made capital crimes, 
but alfo the repeated a6l of keeping a brothel, or com- 
mitting fornication, were (upon a licond conviflion) 
made felony without benefit of clergy. But at the re- 
ftoration, when men, from an abhorrence of the hypo- 
crify of the late times, fell into a contrary extreme of 
licentioufntfs, it was not thought proper to renew a 
law of fuch unfafliionable rigour. And thefe offences 
have been ever fince left to the feeble coercion of the 
court, according to the rules of the canon law ; 
a law which has treated the offence of incontinence, 
nay even adultery itfelf, with a great degree of tender- 
nefs and lenity j owing perhaps to the celibacy of its 
firft compilers. The temporal courts therefore take no 
cognizance of the crime of adultery, otherwife than 
as a private injury/* Blackjknc, vol. iv* p. 64. Id. 
wJ. i. 433. 
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throughout our whole code of laws. How 
far this is feen to be for the comfort of fo- 
ciety, and the honour of a Chrijlian nation, let 
others determine j I can only fay, that, if the 
law of God (which by the way is as clear 
and pofitive a law as can be conceived) took 
place, we fhould hardly hear of fuch daily of- 
fences againft it, as now diigrace, difhonour, 
and defile the land. Such however is the 
conjijiency of our Jiatute laws, fuch their con- 
formity to the law of God, that they make a 
man a felon, and, but for the benefit of clergy, 
liable to fuffer death, if he have two wives of 
his own ; but he may feduce and debauch as 
many wives of other people, as may fall in his 
way, and he is free from punifhment, except, 
as I faid before, by way of civil adlion for the 
-wrong done to the hulband. 

,y C) 

It is faid, indeed, that “ * our law confi- 
ders marriage in no other light but as a 
civil contraSl, and leaves the holinefs of the 
“ marriage-ftate to the ecclefiafiical courts;’' 
but furely in a Chrijlian land, “ the holinefs 
“ of the marriage-ftate” ought to be an ob- 
jecl of the tmmicipal laws, as of infinitely 
greater confequence to the public, and to the. 


Bifhop Burnet, in his hiftory of the Reformation, 
fpeaking of the Hate of the church before that period — 
faith— “ I'lie unmarried Hate both of feculars and regu- 
“ Jars gave infinite fcanda! to the world ; for it ap-» 
“ peared that the reftraining them from having iwr/e,. if 
“ their own, made them conclude that they had a ngni 
“ to all other men's : and the infti ior clergy were no b;.t • 
“ ter, &c.” See Cr it. Hijlory if B’.gldnJ, p. iai. 

* Blackftom Comm. 


Voi. I. 
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peace and welfare of fociety, than many other 
olfejices, which are properly deemed objects 
of their utmeft feverity. For what are the 
conlequences of adultery^ even in a temporal 
view ? All its evils cannot be reckoned — but 
only to mention a few : — It mufl introduce a 
total confulion as to the offspring, a defeat- 
ing of rightful heirs, an utter obfeurity as to 
family defeents and pedigrees ; for where 
adultery is, no man can know his own chil- 
dren, or even oflenfible brothers and lifters 
afeertain their relation to each other : for 
which, as well as for many other wife caufes, 
doubtlefs.it was (as well as to preferve thefanc- 
tity of tlie marriage-inftitution) made capital 
by the divine L^ywciver. This we may 
humbly prefume to be the cafe for this of- 
fence is introdudtory of that kind of diforo’r, 
which muft, in the very nature of it, tend i 
deliroy every bond of civil and religious fo- 
ciety, and make the world, in a moral fenfe, 
a mere chaos. 

Why then is adultery, notwithftanding it is 
fo condemned by the pofitive law of God, 
fo freu uently, fo ftramelefsly, fo openly prac- 
tifed ? It is becaufe the law of God being 
difregarded in the confcience, and not en- 
forced hv the laws of the land in all its ter- 
ror. its importance is not adverted to : for 
though outward laws may not reach the 
heart, yet, they frequently, by reftraining the 
outward adlions of men, may lead them to 
view fuch oftcnces in a different light, than 
when there is no punifhment attending them. 

Such 
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Such is the depravity of mankind, that we 
find the faying of the generally true : 

BecauJ'e fentence agamjl an evil ’work is not ex- 
ecuted fpeedtly, therefore the heart of the fons of 
men is fully fet in them to do evil. Eccl. viii. 1 1 . 
Impunity begets fecurity ; and this muft pro- 
duce and multiply tranfgrejjion. 

As to thofe reliques of the Pope’s tyranny in 
this country, commonly called the ecclejiajtical 
courts their power is but very feeble ; for 
which I and every free Proteftant ought to be 
thankful. This fort of imperiuin in imperio, 

* An inftance of the oppreflion of thefe courts, and the 
tyranny they excrcife where they can, may appear from 
the following cafe : — Jnn yenktnfon was prefen ted at the 
primary vifitation of the Archhijhop of Tor ^111 for for-^ 
tkation^ fhe being with child by C. D. a fingle inan. The 
cafe was, that the man had promifed her marriage^ not 
only privately to herfelf, but alfo before the fujlice^ 
when fhe fwore D. to be the father of the child. He 
foon after man icd another woman. The fpiritual court 
proceeded again ft the poor girl^ thus abandoned by the 
man, and without ever citing her, fent an excommunication 
down, which was red and accordingly. Another 

was cited on fuch an account, but could not take out her 
penance^ becaufe fhe could not pay a certain fum of money 
which was demanded : fo that it is poflible fhe may alfo 
have been excommunicated. 

The late Mr. Shenjione^ in his works, ^ol. ii. p. 

4 th edit, gives feveral definitions of the word church. 
Among others is the following, viz. — A body of peo- 
pie who too frequently harrafs and infefi: the laity ac- 
cording to law, and who conceal their real names un- 
“ der that cf a fpiritual courtd^ 

No man, fays Bifhop Burnet,, was more fenfible of the 
abufes of the court called fpiritual court,, than Arch- 
bifhop VJher was. No man knew the beginning and pro- 
grefs of them better, nor was more touched with the ill 
efFedts of them. Life of Bifhop Bedell^ p. 85 . 

F 2 


which 



[ 68 ] 

which excludes trials by juries in criminal 
matters, and fubftitutes paper depofitions in 
the place of viva voce evidence, is too abhor- 
rent from every principle of our free confti- 
tution to be endured j and I am aftonilhed, 
that at the Reformation, their very being was 
not annihilated, as that of the Jiar-chamber 
was afterwards, i6 Car. I. Thefe * courts ^ 
however, have cognizance of the crime of 
adultery, for which they can fet the offender 
on a joint Jlool in a white Jheet, under title Pe- 
nance i unlefs, under title -f* Commutation, he 


* In antient times, the King*s courts, and efpecially 
the LeetSy had power to enquire of and punifli fornication 
and adultery \ but by 13 Ed. I. Stat. 4. called the ft^tutc 
of circumfpeSfe agatis^ thefe matters were turned . 
the eccleftajiical courts^ See l Burn^ 662, 663. 

%Burn^ 144, 145. 

t All this wicked traffic of penance and commuta^ 
was originally derived from the doftrineof indulgences y 
concerning which, Tetzel and his alibciates, when dc- 
feribing the benefit of indulgences^ and the neceffity of 
purchafing them, a little before the Reformation^ thus ex- 
prefs themfelves : — The efficacy of indulgences is fo 
great, that the moft heinous fins, even if one Ihould 
violate the mother of Gon^ would be remitted and ex- 
piated by them, and the perfon freed both from pu- 
“ nijhment and guilt* For twelve-pence you may redeem 
“ the foul of your father out of purgatory 

T :tzel was fent into Germany y in the time of Leo the 
Tenthy with a large cargo of indulgences^ which he dif- 
pofed of for the raifiiig a fum of money for the Pope, 
Tetzel affirmed, that he could not only pardon fins pajl^ 
but alfo fins to come ; whereupon a Gerrnan gentleman 
bought fuel) a pardon of him, and afterwards robbed Tet~ 
zeloi the money. threatening him, the other faid, 

he had bought his pardon, declaring that was the fin 
which he determined to commit. To which Tetzel 
could not reply. 


or 
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or {he can buy off their fin and lliame with a 
fum qJ' money. See i Burn. Ecc. Law, 663, 
quarto. Whatever be the caufe, moft cer- 
tain it is, that the crime of adultery daily in- 
creafes amongft us, infomuch, that one would 
think many of the Britip: ladies, once famed 
for their modefty, chaftity, and fobriety, ei- 
ther never red their Bibles at all, or elfe only 
that edition of it which was printed by the 
company of Stationers, in the reign of Charles 
the Firjl (and for which Archbifliop hand 
fined them feverely in the Jiar-chamber) 
wherein they printed the feventh command- 
ment without the word 7tot, fo that it food, 
hhou fialt commit adtdtery. 

But if in reading the Pebreiv Bible we re- 
fi .ain the word adultery in the feventh 
..commandment, to the married woman only, 
and to the jnaji who defiles her, do we not 
leave the man, who, having one wife, takes 
another'^, out of its reach? I anfwer — It is 

not 

^ The wife, holy, uniform, and conncilcd feheme of 
God’s 7noral government, with refpect to tlic commerce 
of the fexes^ has tivo principal ends in view. The onc^ to 
prevent all confufion of ijfue — the other to ficure the fe- 
male fex from that which muft lead to it. Therefore a 
woman’s going from one man to another is in all cal'es made 
a capital offence^ and punifliable with death. On the other 
hand, no man could take a woman, and then wantonly 
for fake her. This, being apparently the fource of * adul- 
tery ^ and projiiiution^ is pofitively forbidden. The law 
which forbids this, though conceived in terms, 

without any limitation or exception, muft, in fome cafes, 
fail of the provifioa it has made for the above purpofes, 

^ Matt, V. 32. 

F3 


without 



[ 70 ] 

not for us to judge in this matter, but by the 
rule of God’s word ; if that brings fuch a 
cafe within the reach of the /event h command- 
ment, or of any one interpretation of it which 
is to be found in the book of that law, then 
fuch a man is condemned : if otherwife, he is 
free — For where there is no law, there is nq 
tranfgrefjion. Rom. iv. 15. And fin is not im- 
puted {shKcyiiTxi, reckoned, charged, brought to 
account) where there is no law. Rom. v. 13. 

Ey the book of the law, I mean the Penta- 
teuch, or Jive books oi Moj'es, delivered by God 
himfelf to that eminent^’r‘u^j;z/ and. prophet of 
the Most High, and by him committed to 
writing, and delivered to the people. ’’ 
the book of this law the great apojlle of the 
tiles evidently refers. Gal. iii. 10. where 
fays, Cuifed is every one, that continucth not iit\ 
all things which are written in the book of the 
LAW, to do them. Our Lord’s forerunner, 
fohn the Baptijl, declared the law was 
given ly Mefes, fohn i. 17. There is there- 
fore no law' but that which was given by 
God to Mofes, nor was any new law enadled 
• after the canon of the Pentateuch was clofed 
by the death of Mofes. The diftin^lion and 
difference of moral good and evil were then un- 


without the allowance of polygamy \ as, where the man 
takbig the woman was married before. It is therefore 
necefiary for us to enter deeply into this queftion ; which 
I ftiall endeavour in the next chapte>\ not on the preca- 
rious footing of popular prejudice and vulgar opinion^ con- 
cluding that we arc wifer than the inhabitants of more 
extenfive parts of the globe ; but on the firm bafis of di^ 
vine revelations concluding that Qod is wifer than man, 

alterably 
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alterably fixed, and the nature of both inva- 
riably to remain the fame. What God doethy 
it jhall be for ever ; nothing can be put to it, 
nor any thing taken from it : and God doeth it 
that men jloould fear bejore Him. Eccl. iii. 14. 

As I am fully perfuaded, on the moll: ma- 
ture deliberation, th.it taking from God’s 
law in fame points, and adding to it in others, 
are the chief caufes of the evil complained of, 
with regard to the ruin of one fex, by the luft, 
cruelty, treachery, and perfidy of the other i 
I lhall examine the fubjeifi: before us the more 
freely ; not fuppofing th.it polygamy, being 
made felony by that fanguinary ftatate i Jac. i. 
c. II. is therefore /’iv/z// in the fight of God, 
any more than that adultery i? innocent before 
Tlim, or one jot the more iO, bccaufc our fla- 
£ute-book has ordained no punilhment for it 
whatfoever. Nor does its being looleed upon 
with deteftation and abhorrence in this part 
of tlie world, any more prove the unlanjul- 
mfs of polygamy in the fight of (ioD, than the 
approbation and practice of it in otl'.cr more 
extenlive parts of the globe, can prove its 

hnofulnejs. 

The pride anti fclf-hnporiaiicc fo natural to fallen 
man, are the true reafons why people of all climes and 
countries are apt to ima:;lnc themhlves in the rights and 
all others v/ho differ from them in the wrong. d"hc ''Vurk 
defpifes the Chrijiian^ bccaufc he is not poly garni ft the 
Chrljliayi in bis turn abhors the ’^rurk becaufe he /b— 
what fhall decide between them ? Cuftoni^ preju^ 

dice of education,^ national ucitef^ municipal laws — have as 
rnuch to plead on one fide as on the other : thefc m<iy 
fay 

Non nfruin Inter vos tantas coniponere lltes^ 


The 
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lawfulnefs. All muft ftand or fall by God’s 
own revelation of His own will, in His own 
law. To fuppofe that His law can be diffe- 
rent in different parts of the world, which he 
hath made, and upholds with the word of His 
power-, or that His one uniform jurifdidlion 
doth not equally and invariably extend over 
all His reafonable creatures ; is to think of 
Him as the poor idolatrous, ignorant Syrians 
did — 'The Lord is God of the hills, but he is 
not the God of the valiies. i Kings xx. 28, 
Near akin to this, is the fuppofition that 
God can change his mind, and be of one 
mind in the Old Tcf ament, and of another in 
the Hew T eft ament -, if fo. He may now have 
changed His mind again, and neither of 


The only decifivc appeal which can be made, muft be ; 
the Hebrew feriptures, unlefs we are to fuppofe that the 
Great Moral Governor of the univerfe had no tnind or will 
concerning the matter, or that he left his church and peo- 
ple in the dark for four thoufand years together, touching 
an aflair of fuch infinite confcquence. As for imagining 
tha" he left the adjuftment of inurriage to the days of the 
New Tcftament (which is a popular notion amongft us) 
having fuffered the Jews to live in ignorance and error 
concerning it for fo many preceding ages — this is as falfe 
in point of fad, as if it were faid, that they lived without 
anv revelatiou at all. As fiirely as the writings of Mofes 
contain the law of God, fo furcly was the law of mar- 
riage adjufted and fettled in the minuteft particular. 
Among other reafons why this muft neceflarily have been 
the cafe, is that very conclufive one, which arifes from 
the dependence of the lawfulnefs of the ijjue ^41 the law- 
fulnefs of the marriage^ and of courfe the prefervation of 
true genealogy throughout the whole JewiJh difpenfation ; 
a matter in which our deareft and eternal intereft is con- 
cerned. 


books 
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books contain a Angle fyllable which can be 
depended upon; fo that after all the pains 
we can take to acquaint ourfelves with the 
divine mind and will, we may be as utter 
Grangers to them as the favages in America 
are. — But when we fearch the indelible re- 
cords of truth, we find that the attribute of 
unchangeablenefs fliines, with a diftinguifhcd 
luftre ; I am yehovah, fiiith He, I change not. 
Mai. iii. 6. God is one — His will is one — ■ 
therefore this^ no more than Himfelf, can 
know any alteration, diminution, or change. 
What was law * at the beginning will be law 
to the end ; and therefore what that law is, as 
touching the point in quefiion, I will now 
' t,ed, with the confidence which the love 
.h infpires, and with a proper difregard 
the fallacious and unfcriptural reafonings 
ji men, in the freeft manner to confider. 


^ This is true even of the ceremonial law^ as to its 
meaning and fuhjlance. It cannot be lefs true of the 7no^ 
ral law, which is founded in the relation which mankind 
bear to God and each other, and therefore muft be as 
mmutahU as that relation is. 


CHAR 
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CHAP. IV. 

Of Polygamy. 

I PROMISED the Reader, that the proofs 
for what I advance iliould be drawn from 
the word of God ; and, for my own fake, as 
well as that of the truth, I find inyfelf more 
efpecially bound to keep this promife, with 
refpedl to the fubjcdl before us ; for if I were 
to go to human authorities, I flrould wander 
into fuch an endlefs labyrinth of difference 
and contradidlion, as to lofe fight of every- 
thing but fruitlcfs * difputation. 

* Fruitlefs indeed ! For the great Puffendorf^ B. vi. 
c. i/ § 17- hiys — Whether or no this pratStice be rc- 
pugnant to the law of nature^ is a point not fully fet- 
tied among the learned/’ He then gives the argu- 
ments on both fides, leaving the decifivc judgment to 
be pafled by the reader.” So that upon the footing of 
human wifdom — adhuc fuh ptdice Us ejl. The author 
therefore only confidcrs it on the footing of the divhir 
daWy conceiving it impofliblc to determine its lavjfulnefs 
or unlawfulnefs in God’s fight by any thing elfe. Ac- 
cording to this law Will all men be judged at the lafl; day : 
therefore, to appeal to any other, in matters of con- 
fciencc, is abfurd to the laft degree. There is no other 
principle or means of difcovering the mind and will of 
God touching this, or any other religious truth, no 
other rule or meafure of judging and determining any tiling 
about it or concerning it, but only the writing from 
W’'hence it is taken, it being wholly of divine revelation^ 
and that revelation being only exprclTed in thixt writing. 
See Dr. Owen on the Scriptures, p. 18. 


That 
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That the mifchiefs which mufl inevitably 
attend polygamy on the womans fide, do not 
accrue from it on the part of the man, is very 
clear : and on this principle, we may account 
for the total difl'erence which is put between 
them in the divine law — the one punifhed 
with death, the other not fo much as men- 
tioned in a criminal light. So far from be- 
ing prohibited or condemned by the la’iv, we 
find it allowed, owned, and even blejfed of 
God : and in no one inftance, amongll: the 
many recorded in feripture, fo much as dip- 
approved. 

By polygamy, I would be underftood to 
nean *, what the word literrdly imports, the 

'ing and cohabiting with more than one wife 
. a time. Whether taken together, as feems 
to be the cafe of king pehoafo, 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 3. or firft one and then another, as Ja- 
cob, Gen.xxix. 28. or David, i Sam. xxv. 
43 ; it was this which was allowed of God, 
confequently pradlifed by His people. The 
putting away or divorcing one woman, in order 
to take another, was as much forbidden in the 
Old Teftament as in the New. God fays, 
Deut. xxii. 29. She f.'all be his wfe •, he may 

* Polygamy, firiiRly fpeaking, is of two forts ; either 
when one woman promifeuoufly admits of more hufbands 
than one, or when one man is at the fame time joined in 
marriage to more than one woman — The former of thefc 
is too abhorrent from nature^ reofon^ and feripture.^ to ad- 
mit of a fingle argument in its favour, or even to deferve 
a moment’s confideration. The author therefore, by the 
word polygamy^ only means the latter^ throughout thi^s 
Ueatife. 


not 
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not’put her away all his days. So before, ver. 19; 
and again, Exod. xxi. 10. If he take him ano- 
ther wife, her food f i. e. of the firf wife ) her 
raiment, and her duty of marriage, he Jhall not 
* diminifh. Putting away or divorcing frji, 
in order to take a Jecond, is a palpable breach 
of tbefe laws, and therefore treated by the 
great and infallible interpreter of them as a 
heinous offence againft God, it being a breach 
of that obligation, laid upon the man, to con- 
fider his wife as one fief with himfelf, and, 
as fuch, to cleave to her for life, as bone of his 
bone, fief of his fief, Gen. ii. 23; which our 
Lord cites, and reafons upon, to prove the 
abomination of fuch a proceeding, as abfo- 
lutely contrary to the original inltitution of 
the marriage-bond. 

This, however, was the common pradlice 
of the profligate fews of that day, who 
abufed the liberty of divorce permitted by 
Mofes in certain cafes, to the moft licentious 
purpofes, fo as to make marriage little better 
than a pretence for gratifying their lufts, di- 
vorcing one, in order to take another, and thus 
profaning the holy ordinance of God, by 
giving it no higher place in their efteem, 
than as a means of indulging their depraved 
appetites. A monftrous pradlice ! againfl: 
which Christ’s difeourfe, Matth.xix. /\., &c. 
is levelled, not ■a.gzxnH poly gatny, as conlidered 
Amply in itfelf. If we interpret this paffage 

* vh — n ot withhold — withdraw — keep hack — 

etTo^^cpvcrsty LXX i much lefs (hall her away 4 


as 
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as fuch an explanation of God’s law from the 
beginning, as will ferve to prove all polygamifs 
are * adulterers, we muft condemn a lar^e ge- 
neration of God’s deareft fervants and chil- 
dren ; and inftead of believing that all thfe 
died in faith, Heb. xi. 13. we muft %, that 
many of them died in a ftate of unbelief and 
difobedience and inftead of looking for Abra- 
ham, Jacob, David, &cc. in the kingdom of 
heaven, we muft look for them in the king- 
dom of Satan ', for his they were, and him 
they ferved, if polygamy be an offence again ft 
the law from the beginning, under which thefe 
people lived and died, without the leaft re- 
pentance, or any ftgns of it, as adulterers, for- 
"'yfors, and whoremongers. Tliat is the in- 
jle -j- confequence of the common inter- 
.etation of this paflage} for Christ does not 
ground the authority of what He declares ou 
any new law which he was introducing, but 
on an explanation of God’s law from the be- 

** Adultery is marked as a mortal fin, Gen. xx. 5. in 
the hiftory of Ah'undech king of Gcrar \ and poiygtnvy 
therein ftands as utterly diftinguifhed from it — this in the 
judgment of JhHOVx\H himjelf. Comp. (len. xxvi. q, 
10, II. See poit. ^ 

t For fin is the tranfgrrjfion of the law* I John iii. 

AU unrighteoufnefs (i. e. all uncotifornniy to the law) is fin. 

1 John V. 17. The foul that finneth., it fall die. Kzt.k, 
xviii. df.* The wages of fin is death. Roin. vi. 23. IThore- 
mongers and adulterers God wHl judge. Heb. xiii. 4. Thf 
weak arguments which have been made ufe of to exuif, 
the fin of polygamy^ as fome call it, in the patriarchs.^ and 
the Old-Teflament fii 7 its^ will be fully confKlercd and 
expofed in this chapur. 
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gtnningt revealed firft to Adam, afterwards re- 
corded by Mofes, that it might be tranfmitted 
to all fucceeding generations, as the one rule 
of faith and pradlice, for all thofe to whom 
God’s word fhould come, to the end of the 
world. Neither ninth you only, faith Mofes to 
the people (then prefent at the re-publication 
of God’s law, Deut. xxix, 14, 15.) do I make 
this conoenant and this oath, but nvith him that 
Jiandeth here with us this day, before the Lord 
our God, andalfo with him that is not (or thofe 
who are not) here with us this day, i. e. with 
all fucceeding generations, till time fhall be 
no more. 

Therefore Christ, fo far from altering, 
changing, or deftroying the law delivered 
from God by Mofes, enters a caveat aga’ ift 
fuch a fuppofition (Matt. v. 17.) Think i.^t 
that I am come to defray the law or the pro- 
phets-, lam not come to defray, but to fulfil: 
for verily I fay unto you, ’till heaven and earth 
pafs, one jot or one tittle fioall in 7 io wife pafs 
from the law, ’till all be fulfilled — fcof av Tthijot. 
yswiTOLi — until all things be done. Hammond. 
And again (Luke xvi. 17.) It is eaferfor hea- 
. ven and earth to pafs, than one tittle of the law 
to fail. This not only ftamps unchangeable- 
nefs upon the law, but upon its hiiport, fenfe, 
and meaning, as one and the fame throughout 
all ages and generations, as an invariable 
rule of life for the members of God’s vifble 
church upon earth, even to the lead: jot or 
tittle. 


Notwithftanding, 
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Notwithftanding, as this pafTage of Matt, 
xix. is the chief ground on which that ab- 
furd pofition is built, that '^Polygamy, though 
“ allowed under the law, is forbidden un- 
der the go/pel-,” or, “ though permitted 
“ under the Old Teftament, is * forbidden 

* The notion that marriage under the New Te/Ia- 
ment^ is different from what it was under the Old Tejla- 
?ncni^ which, as will appear in a third volume of this 
work, is true genuine Popery^ reminds one of Moliere $ 
Medecin malgre liu\ where Sgantarelle is fetting 
forth his profound incdical and anatomical knowledge ; 
as an inftance of the lajl^ he places the liver on the 

right fide, and the heart of the left. Geronte fays 

— On ne pent pas mieux raifonner fans doute. II n^y a 
qtiunc feule chofe qui rn a choquL C'eji V endroit du foye 
is" du coeur. II me femhle que vous les placez autrement 
qu ils ne font, ^le le coeur ejl du cote gauche^ iif le foye 
cki cote droit. 

^ ’ Sganarelle. Oui cela ejioit AUTREFOIS ainsi: mais 
nous avons change' tout cela, & nous falfons 
viaintenant la medicine d’une methode toute 

NOU VELLE. 

Geronte. C'rftceque je ne fcavois pas^ & je vous de^ 
mandc pardon dc /non ignorance. 

Sganarelle. II ny a point de mal^ is" vous n ejles 
pas oblige cV ejlrc aujfi habile que nous. 

Geronte. One cannot, doubtlcfs, difeourfe bet- 
ter on the fubje6t. — There is but one thing that has 
difplcafed me — I mean the fituation of the liver and 
the heart. — It feems to me, that you place them other- 
wife than they are — that the heart is on^he left fide,"" 
and the liver on the right. 

“ Sganarelle. Yes, it was formerly fo ; but we 
have changed all that, and now-a-days we praftife 
phyfc after a method entirely new. 

Geronte. That I did not know, and I afk your 
pardon for my ignorance, 

Sganarelle. There^s no harm done. — You are 
not obliged to be as fkilful as we arc.’^ 


“ under 
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** under the New" (as if there could be a 
law in the New Teftament contradictory to 
that in the Old Teftament) it may be worth 
our while to confider the matter more mi- 
nutely. 

The queftion put by the Pharifees, Matt, 
xix. 3. is not, “ whether it be lawful to 
** marry two wives at a time, or to take one 

to another T’ but' — “ Is it lawful for a man 
“ to PUT AWAY his wife for every caufe?" 
The queftion concerns divorce, and divorce 
only. When we confider who it was that was 
to give the anfwer, we may be certain of its 
entire pertinence to the quefion. It follows 
(ver^^4, &c.) He anfwered and [aid unto themy 
Ha%e ye not read, that He which made them nt 
the beginnmg, made them male and female, md 
faid, For this caufe fall a man leave father and 
mother, and cleave unto his wife, and they twain 
(i. e. the man and his wife) fall be one fef ? 
wherefore they are no more twain, but one fief. 
What therefore God hath joined together, let not 
man put afunder. 

With fo clofe, fo appofite, fo conclufive an 
anfwer, grounded on the old marriage-inftitu- 
tion, not on any new dlfpenfation ; they ought 
to have been fatisfied that divorce was unlaw- 
ful. But they urge him farther, and (ver. 7.) 
faid unto him — Why did Mofes then command to 
give a writing of divorcement, and put her 
away ? He faith unto them, Mofes, becaufe of 
the hardnefs of your hearts, suffered you to 
put away your wives, but from the beginning it 
9 was 
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was not fo (i. e. that men {\\on\dput away their 
wives). And I fay unto you, that whofoever 
fhall put away his wife, except it be forforni- 
cation, and Jhall marry another, committeth 
adultery ; and he who marrieth her which is 
put away, committeth adultery. 

This laft is the verfe which has made the 
difficulty ; for if this were meant to condemn 
polygamy, it amounts, fo far, to a contradiBion, 
or rather repeal, of the old law, which per- 
mitted it ; and then more than ^jot or tittle 
has pajfed from the law. If it means that it 
was always fnful, and againft the law of God, 
it condemns, as was before obferved, all 
that ever pradifed it, and falls heavy on fome 
of the greateft faints, that are recorded in 
fcripture as patterns of faith, hoUnefs, and 
obedience. 

This difficulty, like many others in the 
fcriptures, can only be folved, by attending 
to the charader of the fpeaker, the peculiar 
circumdances of the perfons fpoken to, and 
the particular occafion on which the v/ords 
were fpoken ; for want of this, we are apt to 
interpret the fcriptures more by found than 
fenfe, and thus make them fpcak what they 
never meant %. 

The 


+ 


You then whofe jud2;mcnt the right courfc would fleery 
Know well each antienf^ proper charadler ^ 

His fable, fubjedf, fcope of every page ; 

Religion, country, genius of his age : 

Without all thefe at once before your eyes, 

Cavil you mav, but never criiicife. 

EIT. on Crit. 

VoL, L G If 
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The yews, at the time of their difpute 
with Christ on the fubjedl of divorce, were 
fonder of tradition than of the feriptures, and 
of the teachings of their rabhies, than of the 
law of God •, infomuch that Christ charges 
them {Matt. xv. 9.) with teaching for doc- 
trines the commandments of men : and {Mark 
vii. 9, 13.) with rejediing and making the word 
of God of none efedt, through their tradition. 
There were feveral famous rabhies, whom 
they highly reverenced, but particularly 
mah, Billell, and Akiba. 

* The fchool of Shammah taught, that a 
man could not be lawfully divorced from his 
wife, “ unlefs he had found her guilty of fome 

ad:ion which was really infamous, and con- 
“ trary to the rules of virtue.” But the fchool 
of Hillell -f-, who was Shammah’ % difciple, 
taught, on the contrary, that “ the leafi; rea- 
“ fons were fufficient to authorize a man to 
“ put away his wife. For example — if Ihe 
“ did not drefs his vidtuals well, or if he 
“ found any other woman he liked better.” Aki- 
ba was hill more indulgent than Hillell, for 
he affirmed that “ it was fufficient caufe for 


If fucb requifites are neceflary forjudging properly of the 
/hallow produdiions of mortals, how much more are thofe 
aboveii ijntioned neceflary, that we may judge aright of 
the deep things ^God. 

* See Cruden.^ under divorce, 

t Shammah and Hillell are fuppofed to have lived 
about an hundred years before the defl:ru£l:ion of the fe- 
cond temple. Some lay they were cotemporarics with 
Herod the Great. See Ant. Univ. Hifl. vol. x. p. 429, 
469. 


Of 
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** a man to put away his wife, if fhe were nbt 
agreeable to her hufband.” 
yofephus and Philo (hew very fufficiently, 
that in their time the yews believed divorce 
to be lawful on every trivial caufe. That 
the Pharifees had learnt to explain the tole- 
ration of Mofes in a like exteiifive manner, 
may be gathered from the queftion which 
they put to our Saviour. The above ob- 
fervations may therefore ferve as a key to the 
fcripture under confideration. The Pharifees 
(who afked, whether it was laxiful for a man 
to put away his wife for every caufe ? ) feem to 
have been deeply tinctured with that portion 
of Hillell, and to have adopted that particular 
caufe of divorce mentioned by him, that of 
feeing a woman they liked better, fo putting away 
one whom they liked lefs, in order to take an- 
other whom they liked more. Again ft this 
Christ may be underflood to level his an- 
fwer — JFhofoever pntteth away his wife, except 
for the caufe f fornication , and nmrrietb another, 
commitietb adultery, &c. not as condemning 
polygamy in ialelf, agr.inft which there was no 
law, but under the particular circumflance 


Of Jk'ha ills faid — C'n'ca ea fcinporci vlxlt — he lived 
about thofc times/’ Athan. Vine. 

Dr, Ovjcn on the fcripture, p. 227, makes him armour-, 
hearer to the Pfeudo-Meffias Barchochah^ in the days of 
Adrian ; when, in the purfuit of a defign to rcuore their 
temple and vjorJJjip,^ the Jews fell into a rebellion againlt 
the Romans all the world over. This was about the year 
135. P‘rorn thefe different accounts, it feems probable 
that there was more than one perfon of the Hime of Jki^ 
hay or, as feme call him, Aquiba, ' 

G 2 ©f 
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of unlawful divorce to effedt it, againft which 
the law of God was from the beginning. Such 
a thing was not contained in Mofess permif- / 
Jion, nor mentioned therein, but was contrary 
to the very injiitution of marriage ; and, as our 
Lord fhews clearly, ver. 4, 5, 6, virtually 
forbidden by the very words of it. It was 
as unlawful for a man to put away or divorce 
his wife for another loomany as for a 'woman to 
put away or divorce her huiband for another 
man: the marriage-bond being equally binding 
as to the matter of putting away. We may 
alfo obferve, that though the Joints of God, 
of whom we rcifl fo much in the Old Tefla- 
ment pradtifed polygamy, yet they did not 
put away one 'wife in order to make room for 

ic ^ example of the Heathens^ and Mahometans 
may indeed be of no great force in the argument {ox po- 
lygavij^ becaufe it appears that thofe people are guil- 
‘‘ ty of many violations of the law of nature ; but the 
polygamy of the fathers under the old covenant,, is a rea- 
“ fon which ingenuous men muft confefs to be unan- 
** fwerablc.” Sec Pujfendorf lib. vi. c. i. § i8. 

Some have thought, that the examples of Abraham,^ 
Jacob,^ and the other Old-l'eftament faints, are too far 
removed into antiquity, to ferve as proofs for the lawful- 
r.:fs of polygamy ’ — But did ever any one objedl to the 
hiftory of Cain,^ as an example of the criminality of mur- 
der, or of God’s thoughts on that fubjed ? or does the 
Apoflle,^ in the epiftle to the Hebrews^ fcruple to recapitu- 
late, by name., thofe heroes of antiquity, who did fuch 
mighty works by the power of faith, as examples to us ? 

In fhort, doth he not aflure us, Rom. xv. 4. That what- 
soever THINGS were written afore-time^ were written for 
our learning ? But what can we learn from either the 
precepts or examples of old time., if we are to fuppofe that 
God has changed his mind upon the fubjeils which they 
liold forth to us ? 

another. 
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another. This was as diredly forbidden tTiem 
by the law of God, delivered by Mo/es, as by 
Christ, on the authority of that law, to thefe 
Pharifees. 

Here I would obferve, that our tranllators 
of the Bihle feem to have paid too much at- 
tention to the Scribes and Pharifees, in the 
rendering the paflage referred to for the juf- 
tification of their dodlrines about divorce. 
Tht Pharifees fay, Mofes commanded to give 
a writing (f divorcement , and put her away. 
Thus the rabbies conftrued Deut. xxiv. i, 
&c. in the imperative mood j and we, by do- 
ing the fame in our tranflation of that palTage, 
have juftified their mifinterpretation,and even 
juftify the divorced womans going to be an~ 
other mans wife. She may go, and be another 
mans wife ; fo we tranflate, verfe z. No mar- 
vel, if this be the cafe, that Christ is fup- 
pofed to condemn fomething which was before 
allowed ; whereas the whole palTage is fuppo- 
Btory ox hypothetical, and only introdudlory of 
that pofitive law, ver. 4. The whole Ihould 
be rendered thus, if we would avoid the ab-r 
furdity of fuppofing Mofes to command, what 
God politively forbad, and to confign a mar- 
ried woman into the arms of an adulterer, m 
the very facql^ of the feventh commandment, 
by faying, “ She may go and be another man s 
wife.” ver. 2. This would be eftablilhing 
adultery by a fplemn law. 

The 

% The learned Dr. Whitby, in order to get rid of this 
confcquence, is for fuppofing, that thefe divorcei dif- 

G 3 folved 
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The Hebrew text fhould be rendered— r 
When, (or ij) a man hath taken a wife, or wo~ 
man, and married her, and it come to pafs that 
Jhe find no fa’voiir in his eyes, becatfe he hath 
found fame uncleannefs in her, and (if) he write 
her a bill of divorcement , and give it in her 
hand, and fend her out of his houfe, and Jhe 
jhall have departed out of his hoife, and (if) 
fee go and be another mans wife, and if the 
latter husband hate her, (here we explain the 
T by an if, why not before ?) and write her a 
bill of divorcement, &c. or if the latter husband 
die, which took her to be his wife, her former 
husband, which fent her away, may not take her 
again to his wife after that Jhe is DEFiLFDj/or 
that is abomination before the Lord, and thou 
fait not caufe the land to Jin, which the Lord 
thy God giveth thee for an inheritance. 

Th us the Greek * interpreters exprefs the 
fenfe of thefe four verfes, and the Vulgar 

Latin, 


folvcd the bond marriage , but this is dircSly contrary 
to what Christ aficrts, for his whole argument fhews, 
tliat nothing can do this, but adultery in the wife. The 
Dodfor was certainly led into this miilake, by our wrong 
tF;.nnatIon of the paiTag^', in Dent. xxiv. i — 4.. 

* To the t^dimonics here mentioned, for this inter- 
pretation of the Hebrew text, we may add that of the 
learned Buxto' f', whoobferves, that in the words of Mo- 
fes^ Dcut. xxiv. I — 4. (fee Jcr. iii. i.) this one pro- 
hibition only is contained, — That a man Jhall not receive 
again to his hed^ a wife which he bath once put away '" — 
but that the ciidom itfclf of putting away wives^ is, in 
that place, neither approved by nor plainly con- 

demned, but left as it w( re indifferent. And, the obfer- 
vation (>f our Saviour^ that this pcrmijjion was given by 
Mofes^ hecaufe of the hardnefs of their hearts y lurhciently' 

makes 
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Latin i yea, and the Chaldee paraph rafe may 
be fo underftood. So ‘Tremellius renders the 
words, and Vatablus explains them, Scripfe- 
ritque et libellum repudii & dederit Ei in manuy 
ejeceritque. See. If he fl)all have written her a bill 
of divorce, &c. “ This is not an abfolute fen- 

“ fence,” faith Vatablus, “ but ought to be 
“ joined to the words following, which fhew 
“ that IF fuch things happened, that if a 
“ man divorced his wife, and if another took 
“ her, the former hulband might not take 
her again, die having been defiled." Which 
proves the fame thing contended for by our 
Lord, in His difeourfe with the Pharifees, 
that xh-oio, permijfive divorces, which, fays He, 
Mojes permitted, fVfTpfd-fv — not, as the Phari- 
fees would have it, iveriihocTOy commanded — 
made no difference as to the marriage-bond in 
the fight of God. The man who put away 
his wife, for no other caufe than marrying 
another, which was the praftice of thefe peo- 
ple, committed a great lin, not only by not 
cleaving to his wife, as God had commanded, 
but by putting her away for another woman, 
and thus caujing her to commit adultery with 
another man. See Matt. v. 32. And in tljis 
fenfe, as acceffary to his divorced wife ’5 crime. 


makes it appear, that the Mofaical indulgence doth not 
amount to an approbation, but fignifies only a bare tole- 
ration, or connivance, exempting from civil punifhment. 
See Puff end. b. vi. c. I. § 23;. 

So Clark on Matth. xix. 8. intimates, that “ Mofes 
permitted divorce to prevent a greater civil mifehief. 
“ He did fo far allow of it, as to exempt them that did 
it from any civil puniftiment, but ftill it was a tranf- 
greilion of the moral law, and fo a fin againft God.’' 

G 4 might 
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might himfelf be faid to commit adultery. But 
more of this hereafter. 

If thofe divorces could have operated, as a 
dijjolution of the JirJl marriage, fhe would not' 
have been d e f i l e d by marrying another man ; 
but this not being the cafe, fhe was defiled* 
in the fight of God, when put away by unlaw- 
ful divorce, as when fhe went to another man 
without any divorce. Very ftriking are the 
words of Jer. iii. i. They fay. If a man put 
away his wife, and fhe go from him, and become 
another man s, Jhall he return to her again ? 
fall not that land he greatly polluted^ — But 
where is any thing like this faid of polygamy ? 
That polygamy was pi*adtifed throughout all 
ages of the jewif ceconomy, cannot be de- 
nied. It is equally evident, that it was the 
deliberate, open, avowed, and wilful practice 
of the moil holy and excellent of the earth, of 
Abraham, father ot xht faithful, the friend 
of God, If. xli. 8 . as well as of the mofi; il- 
luflrious of his children and this, without 
the lead: reproof or rebuke from God, or the 
mod; didant hint or expreffion of his difplea- 
fure, either by Mofes, or any other of the pro- 
phets. No trace oiforrow, remorfe, or repen- 
tance, touching this matter, is to be found in 
any one indance, and therefore many cornmen- 
tutors are at a lofs to maintain the Jinfulnefs of 
polygamy, but at the cxpence of feripture, rea~ 
fon, and cornnlon fenfe. 

* The word (Deut. xxiv. 4.) which we tranflate de- 
fied, is KDIO. The fame v/ord is ufed, Ezek. xviii. 6, 1 1, 
^5. tox violating another s wife. 


Some 
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Some fay— It was a fm, but God * allow-* 
“ ed it for the hardnefs of their hearts” Xbat 
Mofes fuffered permittedy tolerated) 

^divorce, fo far as not to exaft the outward 
punifhment of it in certain cafes, is evident 
from the fuppofed circumftances in Deut. xxiv. 
I, &c. But this was in order to avoid worfe 
mifchief amongft the wicked and profligate 
part of the community, fuch as mal-treating, 
beating, or even killing their hated wives. 
This is what we may fuppofe, in part at lead, 
to be meant by our Lord, when He fays— 
Mofes, becaufe of the hardnefs of your hearts, 
fuffered you to put away your wives. This is 
faid of divorce, not of -j* polygamy, as plainly 
appears by the words of the text. And here- 
in Mofes feems to have adled more as a poli- 
tician, than as a lawgiver — by permiffon, not 

* The idea of Jkhovah’s allowance of fm, and that 
for ages together, is placing him, in point of holinefs, 
purity, and juftice, below the notion which the heathen 
had of their gods — Homer fays— 

Oii ydp tpyei ^ioi puiKapK OdylT. g. ver.85. 

Yet fure the gods their impious aSls deteji. 

And honour jujiice, and the righteous hreajl. 

Pope, ^ee PQ v. 5.* 

f The learned authors of the Univerfal Hiftory, vol. 
iii. p. 137, obferve, that Mofes, among other things, 
“ was forced to indulge them (the fews) in polygamy.” 
— But what could this have to do with Abraham, Jacob, 
and thofe who lived before Mofes ? It is evident that po- 
lygamy was, praliiifed by the holieft of the faints, ages be- 
fore Mofes exifted ; therefore, aferibirig the praAice of 
it to an indulgence of Mofes, is as great a miftake, as af- 
cribing the original of circumcifion to the law of Mofes. 
Comp. Gen. xvii. 10 — 14. with John vii. 22. , 

by 
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by commandment^ like that of Paul, i Cor. 
vii. 6 . It is not faid — God fuffered it — but 
•^Mqfes fuffered you to put away your wives s' 
but, Cheist adds, from the beginning it was 
not so — i. e. that men ihould put away their 
•wives. Here is not the leaft hint about 

we fuppofe, however, that God fuf- 
fered Abraham, facob, David, and others of 
His faints,- to break His law, and this for the 
hardnefs of their hearts F — If they had hearts of 
fone, who ever had an heart of flejh I’ Ezeh. 
xi. 19. Do not reafon and common-fenfe 
ftart back at fuch a fuppofition ? 

Others have as abfuri.ily faid, “ that, God, 
being the fovereign, has a right to difpenfe 
with his own laws, and having J done this, 
** polygamy was no fin/’ 

We 

X The elaborate Noldius, after long arguments upon 
thefubjeft, pro and con, of his own and other people’s,^ 
which may all be fecn Heb, Part. Annotat, 225. con- 
cludes — San5ios veteres polygamos non peccafie coram Deo^ 
quia habuerunt * difpenfationem JpeciaUm ^ extraordina- 
riam. — The old faints^ who were polygam 'iji^^ did not 
fin before God, becaufe they had a fpecial and extraor- 
dinary difpenfation.^^ But, i. Where is fuch 2, difpen-^ 
fation i*fccorded ? 2. The very fuppofition of fuch a thing 
is as abfiird as it is profane ; more becoming the charac- 
ter of a Pope of Romc,^ than of the holy God. 3. I'he 
idea of a fpecial and extraordinary difpen fation to fome, and 
leaving others under the^ttz 7 /of fin,^ Teems to be borrow- 
ed from the fpeech of one of the dodlors ( Soto ) at the 
famous council of Trent ^ who faid, “ The antient fa- 
thers had many wives by difpenfation, and the others, 
who were not difpenfed with, did live in perpetual 
fin.’' — Hi/h of Council of Trent^ Ei'ig* Tranf. by N* 

. Brent ^ p. 671. This directly militates againft the univer- 

fality 


lygamy 

Can 



[ 91 ] 

We find particular occafional inllances of 
•tJoD’s difpenfing with the rigour of His laws 
Wn certain emergencies, and for particular 
pbrpofes — as in David’s eating the p^ew- 
bread, which it was not lawful for any but the 
priefs to eat. Alfo in fome other inftances 
which might he mentioned. But where do 
we find a total fufpenfion of one of the com- 
mandments of the moral law for ages to- 
gether ? If it was as great a fin for a man to 
have two wives, as for a woman to have two 
hulbands, why fufpend it on the part of the 
maJiy and not on the paft of the woman f 
Why invariably ordain punifiiment on one 
fide, and not on the other, if each was equally 
finful againfi; the law itfelf ? JDoth God per- 
vert judgment ? Or doth the Almighty pervert 
jufice? Job viii. 3. Got> is no refpedier of 
perfons. Adis x. 34. He accept eth (i. e. with 
undue and partial favour) no man s perfon. Gal. 
ii. 6. As many as have finned in the law, Jhall 
be judged by the law. Rom. ii, 1 1, 12. Nor 
is it conceivable that the righteous Judge 
OF ALL Ihould Himfelf depart from the rule 
laid down for his vice-gerents, the judges of 

fciliiy of the law, Deut. xxi. 15, which is co»ceivfid in as 
general terms as pofliblc, and moft clearly fuppofes that 
any man might have two wives. The Levirate^ or laWj 
Deut. XXV. 5, 6. which Noldius calls a difpenfatlon for 
marrying the brother's wife, contrary to Lev. xviii. 16. 
is very improperly called fo, it being 2i pofitive command- 
7 nent^ eftablifhed for a particular purpofe^ and both the law 
itfelf, and the reafon of it are there let down. This is 
not the cafe with polygamy^ for there is no law which pro- 
hibits it, nor any to eftablifh a partial allowance of it. 

the • 
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the earthy {Deut. i. 17.) Te Jhall not reJ^eSi 
perfons in judgment. No other account then 
can confidently be given of the matter, thar 
what may be gathered from the uniform and 
unvaried ufe of the word — adultery — in 
the /event h commandment, as relating to the 
•wife ; that is to fay, as forbidding polygamy on 
her fide, but not to the husband as forbidding 
polygamy on bis. 

Others would make the wife, holy, great, 
and good men, who were polygamijls, wholly 
ignorant of the law, as to the true meaning 
thereof, and fay — ** 'The times of ignorance God 
** winked at" — wrefting this text (Acts xvii. 
30.) which fpeaks of the blind Gentiles, who 
were without the written law of God, and 
making it relate to the Jews, to whom were 
committed the oracles of God. Rom. iii. i , 2. 
But, waving this, was Abraham, that pro- 
phet, Gen. XX. 7, whom God, from the fa- 
miliar intercourfe He had with him, calls 
His * friend? (If. xli. 8.) — was Jacob, who 
fpake with God face to face (Gen. xxxii. 30.) 
ignorant? Could Moses, the facred penman 
and expounder of the law, be ignorant ? fo ig- 
noratit, as,not to know its true meaning 1 Could 

* God faith, Geru xviii. 19. 5 hall I hide from Abraham 
that thing which I do ? —for I know him^ that he will com- 
mand his children and his houjhold after him., and they Jhall 
keep the way of the ig do jujlice and judgment. How 

Abraham cotild teach others to hep the way of the Lord,, 
and yet be ignorant of it himfelf, cannot eafily be con- 
ceived. If the blind lead the blind., both Jhall fall into the 
ditch. Matt. XV. 14* 


David 



[ 93 ] 

VI D be ignorant ? If fo, to how little pur- 
, e was his Jiudy in it all the day long f Pf. 
t.XiX. 97. Are we to fuppofe Solomon igno- 
rant, to whom God faid — Loy I have gtven 
thee a wife and underjianding heart, fo that there 
was none like thee before thee, neither after thee 
f^all any arife like unto thee? 1 Kings iii. 12. 
See I Kings iv. 29, &c. Comp. Matt. xii. 42. 
Luke xi. 31. Such a folution of the matter 
will more eafily prove the ignorance of fuch 
commentators, than their alTertions prove ig- 
norance in the holieft and wifeft men that ever 
lived under the light of the Old Teftament, 
where alone God’s law is to be found, and 
on the authority of which the whole New 
Teflament can only * Hand. The kings oi If- 
rael were exprefsly commanded to write a 
copy of the law with their own hand ; it was 
to be with them, and they were to read in it 
daily. Deut. xvii. 18, 19. The Priefs and 
Levites could not be ignorant ; for their Ifs 
were to keep knowledge, and the people were 
to feek the taiv at their mouth. Mai. ii. 7. 
As for t\xt people, tliey not on\y heard the law 
conflantly, but were commanded to write it 

^ Ignatius., Epift. ad Philadelph. c. 8. introduces a 
yew faying— //w \v Tolf cLpx^iot^ ^vpsef ly ^Eucty- 
yi^i 6 > a — nifi invenero in antiquis (vaticiniis) 

Evangelic non credo ; which I heartily affent to, thus 
paraphrafed — What I do not find in Mofes and the pto-' 

phets, ril not believe in the gofpeL^* But there is no 
danger of this, no hazard of being put to fuch a trial ; 
for certainly the New Teflament faith none other things 
than Mofes and the prophets did fay Jhould come to pafs. 
A6ls xxvi. 2%. Sec Kom. xv, 4. Luke.xxiv. 44545. 

Upon • 
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Upon the very door-pojls of their houfes. Deuf* 
vi. 9. Whatever elfe, therefore, their poly-- 
gamy proceeded from, it could not be derivej/^ 
from ignorance. They could not be ignorant 
of the feventh commandment j and fuppoling 
that many of them, like their defcendents in 
later times, loft fight of its fpiritual intend- 
ment, yet the meaning of its outward letter 
they could hardly be at a lofs for, efpecially 
as they muft obferve its uniform and unvaried 
ufe throughout the whole of their fcriptures^ 
If, therefore, polygamifs finned againft the fe- 
venth commandment, they did it with their 
eyes open j and whofoever can believe that 
fuch men as we have mentioned, could do 
this without any fcruple before- hand, or for- 
row afterwards, or the leaft fign of repent- 
ance, muft believe more than, for their fakes, 
and the fake of thoufands of God’s faints 
(who though not mentioned as polygamiftsf 
doubtlefs were fo) I could. wifli even to fur- 
mife, or than is in the leaft confiftent with 
the account which we have of them in the 
holy fcriptures. 

I ihall only obferve farther on this head, 
tof attribujting the pracSlice of polygamy by the 
Old-Teftament faints to igjiorance, that we 
muft charge ignorance on God’s high-prieft 
yehoiada, who ftands recorded, 2 Kings xii. 
and 2 Chron. xxiv. as one of the wifeft, beft, 
and greateft characters that ever lived, as like- 
wife one of the moft exemplary promoters of 
God’s honour, and a chief inftrument of the 
reformation of religion in Judah, in the reign 
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king * JehoaJJj. If fo, our charge of igm-, 
l-auce will not ftop here, but even reach the 
\int of God Himfelf. 1 or He fays, that 
^oajh did right in the fight oj the "Lokh all the 
days of Jehoiada the prief, 2 Chron. xxiv. z. 
or (as it is 2 Kings xii. 2.) all his days, wherein 
feboiada the prieji infi-iidledhim-, and yet we 
are told, ver. 3. that fehoiada took for him 
TWO WIVES, and he begat fans and daughters. 
On whom fhall the commentator fix igno- 
rance F On fehoiada the high-prieft, for 
teaching his pupil king fehoaf} to be z poly- 
gamifi, by taking for him two wives f or on 
yehoafj, who received them, and cohabited 
with theniF or on the Holy Ghof, who bears 
teftimony to the rediltude of king yehoajh’s 
condudl, all his days wherein fehoiada the prief 
infrudled him F 

The learned Biihop Patrick, on 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 3. fays, t’nit “ fchoiada did not take 
“ thele two wives for the king, but for him- 
“ felf.” Suppofing it to be fo, the proof of 
the lawfulnefs of polygamy in Jehoiada’s opi- 
nion is equally ftrojig. hut this fenfe of the 
Bifsop'^ will hardly arife from the pofition 
and conflrudlion of the Hebrew text,: for it 
does not hand in the order of our tranflation 
—And feboiada took for him two wives — fo as 
to make him the relative to Jehoiada ; but 

uxores duas Jehoiada ei 

Wives two Jehoiada him to brought And 

So 

^ Called JoASH alfo, 2^hron. xxiv. 
f The verb certainly fignifies to take a wife for 

onf s 
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So that the — to him — {lands as the relative 
to the chief fubjedl of the preceding verfe/ 
which is eviaently king JehoaJh, whofe hif-i 
tory the facred penman is here recording, as 
a part of which this adtion of Jehoiadas is 
here related. 

The Bijhop is confcious of a difficulty in 
his interpretation, arifing from a conftant tra- 
dition of the yews, that the bigh-prieji was to 
have but one wife at a time, which was founded 
on Lev. xxi. 13, 14. This he endeavours to 
get rid of by faying — It is not certain that 
** fehoiada was high-prieji, for he is every 
** where called yehoiada the prieji, and but 
“ once only (ver. 6.) the chief.” — But 
this is no argument at all againfl his being 
high~prieji, for Abiathar, who was high-prief, 
is no where called fo in the Old Teflament, 
but always the prief •, fo his father Ahimelech, 
as the Bijhop himfelf obferves on i Sam. xxi. i j 
fo Eli the p}^^, I Sam. ii. 1 1 ; Zadoc the priejl, 
I Kings iv. 2. i Chron. xxix. 22 •, and even 
Aaron himfelf, Pf. xcix. 6. The title of 
— the chief, or head, which is given to 
yehoiada, ver. 6. fignifies certainly more than 
“ the chief of one of the courfes of priefts.” 

Hio ha^’ing apparently the conduct and ma- 
nagement of every thing * relating to the 
temple, his anointing king yehoajh (comp. 


one's felf—h\it it alfo fignifies to take or bring a wife for 
another. See Ezra ix. 2, 12. Neh. xiii. 25; in which 
paffages the word is ufed in both thefe fenfes. 

* As well as the entire management and command over 
all thePr/j/ff and Levites. See 2 Chron. xxiii. 4 — 8. 

I Kings 
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1 kings 1. 45.) and many other circuinftances 
related of him, befpeak him plainly to be no 
lefs than high^prieft ; and therefore the word 
— chiefs or head — denotes this here, as it 
does that Seraiah was -f high-prieft, 2 Kings 
XXV. 1 8 . For all which reafons it feems clear, 
that Jehoiada (who had before married Jeho- 
jhabeath, the filler of king Ahaziah, 2 Chron. 
xxii. 1 1 .') took not thefe two wives for him- 
felf, but for king 'JoaJh. 

Thefe things are too plain not to force 
conviction on the minds of many ; therefore 
it is that they have faid with the learned au- 
thor of the “ Hijlorical Library " — ** Po^- 
gamy, though not exprefsly allowed, is 
** however tacitly impliedin the lawof Mofes.” 
This is going farther than thofe I have men- 
tioned, but yet does not come up to the mat- 
ter. For if it be forbidden by the feventb 
commandment, or by any other law, it is as 
contradiCloiy to fcripture to fay, that it was 
tacitly implied, as that it was exprefsly allowed. 
This laft is the truth ; it was exprefsly allowed, 
and that by God Himfelf; a direct proof this, 
that it was not forbidden by the feventh com- 
mandment, or by any other law, unlefs we, 
can fuppofe the all- wife God to be fo iiicon- 
fiftent with Himfelf, as to forbid, and yet aL 
low, the fame thing under the fame circum- 
ftances. 


t That Seraiah was defcended in a right line from 
Eieaxar the fon of Aaron, appears i Chron. vi. 4—14. 
and of courfe fucceeded to the high-prlejihood. As fuch 
he is regiftered. Ibid. 

VoL. I. 


H 


Some 
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Some have found out, that ** polygamy was 
** allowed for the more expeditious peoplin ( 
** of the world.” — Suppofing it is a mean o^ 
increafing * population (which by the way wih 
admit of great doubt) yet where was the ufe 
of this amongft the °Jewsy when, before their 

* This common notion, or rather vulgar error^ is 
adopted by St. Augujliney De Civ. Dei, lib. xvi. c. 38. 
where, fpeaking of the antient polygamy.^ he fays it was 
lawful — ^tioniam multiplicanda pojleritatis caiifd plures 
uxores lex nulla prohibebat. ‘‘ Bccaiife, for the fake of 

multiplying pojierity^ no law forbad many wives. — 
Thus thought many of the fathers., and the Rornijh 
church in general, till the doctrine of difpenfations was in- 
troduced ; then they faid it was a fin ; but God gave a 
difpenfation to fome to prailife it — thus artfully making 
the Holy God a difpenfer with and fetting an example 
for the Papers firft making fms.^ and then difpenfmg with 
them. But let us fuppofe ten men and ten women — can 
it be imagined, that if thefe ten women are each fcverally 
married to one man^ they are not likely to have as many 
children as if they were all married to one of the men ? 
Porter., in his Obfervations on the Turks, fays, p. 292, 
that the number of children in Turkifl? families is not 
what the idea of polygamy fuggefts ; that they have not, 
in general, fo many children as arc found in common fa- 
milies of ChriJIians and Jeius — He even ufes this as an 
argument againft polygamy. On the other hand, many 
have contended for the permiffion of polygamy as a 

fpeedier means of peopling the world ; it appearing, 

“ that in polygamous countries, people abound more than in 
‘‘ others that are monogamous.'''' But I take the real flate of 
the cafe, upon the whole, to be this ; wherever there are the 
moft married women, there the incrcafe of the people will be 
the greateft. Polygamy, therefore, as tending to increafe 
the number of married women, mult certainly tend to po- 
pulation. 'But then we are to fuppofe, that women who 
are married und^v polygamous Qontr2i&:s, would not other- 
wife be married at all ; for in no other view can polygamy 
be faid to increafe population \ in this it certainly mull. 

entrance 
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entrance into Canaan, they were as the Jlars in 
heaven for multitude^ Deut. i. lo; and yet 
■polygamy did not ceafe after their entrance into 
.the promifed land. 

As for all popular arguments againft poly~ 
gamy, which the wifdom of this world has in-s 
vented, and believed as fo many certain con- 
clufions on the fide of truth, they equally 
apply againft the wifdom and holinefs of God 
in allowing it, as againft thofe who maintain 
it t therefore, as He will be jujlified in His fay- 
ings, and clear when He is judged, Rom. iii. 4. 
the beft anfwer which can be given, for the 
prefcnt, is that included in the awful quef- 
tion of the Apojile, Rom. ix. 20. “ Nay but, 
“ O man, who art thou that rcpliejl again fi 
“ God?” Though this immediately relates 
to another point, yet it is applicable to all the 
vain rcafonings of men againft the difpenfa- 
tions of Providence, either in the natural or 
moral world. Which faid reafonings, when 
thoroughly canvaffed, and fet in their true 
light, will appear to be neither more nor lefs, 
than the pleadings of human on the be- 

half of human ignorance. Our prejudices and 
our opinions reciprocally affedt each other, 
and, upon examination, they will nfually be* 
found as much alike as the image and the snold 
it is caft in. 

“ Go wifer thou, and in thy fcale of fenfe, 

“ Weigh thy opinion againft Providence — 

“ Call imperfection what thou fancieft fuch, 

“ Say, here He gives too little — there too much— 

“ Snatch fiom His hand the balance and the rod, 

“ Rejudge His jufticc, be the God of God. 
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“ In pride. In reas’ning pride, ourerror lies, 

“ All quit their fphere, and ru/h into the Ikies ; 

“ And who I>ut wifhes to invert the laws 
“ Qf order^ fins againfl: th’ eternal cause. 

“ All this dread order break — for whom ? — for thcc 
Vile worm * Oh madnefs ! pride! impiety I 
** Go teach eternal wisdom how to rule, 

“ Then drop into ihyjelf be a fool. 

From pride, from pride, our very reas’ning fprings — 
“ Account for moral,, as for nat’ral things ; 

“ W hy charge we Heaven in thofe, in theje acquit ? — 
“ In both, to reajon right, is to Jubmit.” 

Fflay on Mari. 

In fewer, but in ftill more forcible and hum- 
bling words, doth Paul exprefs himfelf to the 
jelf-wye among the Corinthians — and in them 
to us — I Cor. iii. i8, 19. — Let no man deceive 
bimjelf- — If any man among you Jeem to be wife 
in this ivorld — sv tu coccvi tktx — like the phi- 
lofophers, politicians j and rahbics of the age, 
(Guyse) let him become a fool that he may 
be wife— for the wifdom of this world is fool- 
ishness with God. 

Though it be befide my defign, in this 
treatife, to conlider the fubjedls thereof on 
any other footing than as they appear in the 
feriptures ; yet 1 will fo far depart from my 
•purpofe, as to take notice of a popular argu- 
ment agdinjl polygamy, which, in the minds 
of fome learned and confiderate men, has been 
of fuch importance, as to outweigh all that 
could be faid for it. It is this — “ The males 
and females brought into the world are. 
“ nearly on a balance, only allowing a little 
“ excefs on the fide of the males •, whence it 
follows, that nature intends only one wife 
s “ for 
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for the fame perfon ; if they have more, 
fome others mufl without any.” This 

argument, 

* So muft it be even upon the principle oF monogismy ; 
for if, according: to thefe calculators, there be more 

females^ it is not poflible that every man can have a 
zvife \ fome muji go without. However, a departure ei- 
ther way from the original proportion of one male and one 
female^ deftroys all arguments which can be drawn from 
thence againft polygamy ; for the precedent which this 
might otherwife have been, being departed from by the 
Creator himfelf, it of courfe ceafes with refpevS; to his 
creatures. Major Grant obferves, that a little excefs on 
the fide of the males — is to make up for the extraor- 
dinary cxpence thereof in war and at fea''* — to which 
others have added, as a confideration alfo, the labo- 
‘‘ rious and dangerous employments in which men are 
‘‘ engaged, and women are not/' As for war — it is 
written — JVhence come wars and fightings among you F 
Come they not hcnce^ even of your lujls the deiires 

after fenfual gratifications) tvhich war in your members F 
Te luji and have not^ ye kill and deftre to have^ and cannot 
obtain^ &cc. James iv. i, 2. So Plato in his Phado^ § lO. 
Edit. Cantab. 1673, P‘ yct^ ' 7 r^Ki\j.' 6 c Keti aTei<ruc 

KAi fi ro aufjA kai dt 7 k]k irrtQu- 

IjjAi^ ‘‘ For nothing but the body and its lujls (or evil de- 
‘‘ fires) produce wars^ feditionsy battlesd^ Can it be rea- 
fonably fuppofed, that the Almighty^ whofc gracious com- 
mand is — Fhou Jh alt love thy neighbour as thyfelf — di- 

rected, in the proportion of males and females^ by the moft 
horrid and fatal proofs which men are daily giving of 
their enmity to Him and each other ! and that mpre m^i 
than women are born into the world on this account ? 

TYi^kwarSy together with the extenfion of commerce, 
and the calls of numbcrlefs artificial wants which luxury 
has introduced, certainly expofe the lives of men to the 
dangers of thq fea. But who hath required this at their 
hands Let an Heathen give the anfvver : 

Nequicquam Deus abfeidit 
Prudens oceano dijfociabili 
TerraSy ft tamen impiec 
Non tangenda rates tranfiUuni vada* 

H3 


Audax 
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argument, plaufible as it may feem, wants 
one eflential to folidity^ which is truth. For 

faying 

Audax omnia perpeti 

Gens humana ruit per veil turn ncfas, 

For. 

God hath the realms of earth in vain 
Divided by th’ unhabitable main. 

If fliips profane, with fearlefs pride. 

Bound o’er th’ inviolable tide. 

No laws, or human or divine. 

Can the prefumptuous race of man confine. 

Francis. 

God hath made man upright^ hut they have fought out 
many inventions^ faith Solomon^ Eccl. vii. 29. To ima- 
gine that the providential difpenfations of the all-wise 
God, are to be accommodated to thefe^ or regulated by 
them, is furely too abfurd to bear an argument. 

As for laborious employments, many of which are 

attended wtth danger, and which ufually fall to the 
‘‘ (hare of the males f let as many of thefe be feledied as 
can be deemed necefjary^ and then, againft them, let us fet 
— the many difeafes to which females are peculiarly liable, 
and to which men arc not'—V:x. us add to thefe the peril of 
child-birth, and then, this laft .fuppofed reafon for more 
males being born ih^n females^ will be as groundlefs as 
the two former. 

I fliould imagine, that no opinions w’hatfoever, how- 
ever falfe and abfurd, arc without having reafons given 
for them. Nor is it to be doubted, that a Ptolernaiji 
would give as many reafons for the fun\ going round the 
earthy as a Copcrnican would for the earth's going round 
the fun* 

The following queftion is faid to have been once laid 
before a certain very learned body : — Take a tub of water 
weighing one ton weight — into which put a faJmon of 
tliirty pounds weight ; Why will not the tub be heavier 
than before the filh was put into it ? The fact being 
taken for granted, produced many wife reafons for it ^ 
but none were thought fo wife and adequate, as — Corpora 
7icn gravant in loco fuo — therefore the fifl) being in its place 
or proper element, loft its power of adding any thing to 
the weight of the tub of water. At laft, it was propofed 

te 
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ayiiig which, I will, by way of juftification, 
Tanfcribe a few paragraphs from Dr. Fors- 
ter’s “ Obfervations during a Voyage round 
“ the World" — publilhed 1778. This inge- 
nious author, who feems to be a moft ft<;e- 
nwdhii monogatniji, after fpeaking of “ Mon^ 
gamy eftablifhed in the ifles of the South 
Sea," very candidly fays — “ But here I find 
“ myfelf obliged to confefs, that I am not as 
“ yet perfuaded of the great and univerfal ar- 
“ gument for f?ionogamy, viz. the equal pro-' 
“ portion of women to men •, as, in my opinion, 
it is not clearly proved that this juft pro- 
portion holds place in all countries and 
climates. On the contrary, I am of opi- 
“ nion, that the conftitution of food and cli- 
“ mate, and the prevailing cuftom of mar- 
rying many wives, have, by length of time, 
“ produced a confiderable difparity between 
“ the numbers of men and women ; fo that 
“ now, to one man, feveral women are born. 
“ This obfervation is really confirmed by 
“ fadl j for all the voyagers unanimoufly 
“ agree, that among all the African nations 
“ polygamy is euftomary ; nor has any one 
oblerved that there are men among thofe 
“ nations without wives, for every one is 
‘‘ matched to or females.” Here he 
refers to Bofinan s “ Defeription of the 
“ coaft of Guineaf “ wlio likewife,” lays 

to weigh the tub, both with and without the fifh ; when, 
to the confufion of all their reafonings, the matter ended 
at the reader may conceive. 

H4 


th*c 
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the Dodtor, “ exprefsly declares, that the 
** number of women pmc& exceeds that of 
the men.” — “ When a polygamous nation 
* lives in the neighbourhood of monogamous 
“ nations, there is always a probability that 
"* the women neceffary for fo many men 
who have more than one wife, are obtained 
** by Health, force, or by commerce from the 
neighbouring nations ; but in Africa, all 
the nations are polygamous ; every man is 
married, and h s more than one wife. He 
“ cannot procure thefe wives from the neigh- 
“ bouring tribes where the fame cuftom pre- 
“ vails : it is therefore, in my opinion, a 
“ clear and fettled point, that the women 
“ born among thefe nations muft be more 
** numerous than the males. 

“ Though the colonifts at the Cape of 
** Good Hope are monogamous, I oblerved, in 
“ the various families of the town and coun- 
** try, the number of * females to^prevail.” 
“ It has been r' .erved -I" in Sweden, more 

“ females 


* Kempfer^ on numbering the people of Meaco^ in the 
kingdom of Japan,, found the femala to exceed the maU^ 
in the following proportion ; 

Females, 223,573 
Males, 182,072 


41,501 moxt females t\izn males » 

Spirit of Laws, vol. i. p, 373. 

+ How far this obfervation may hold good in this king- 
dom I know not — but, being lately on an occafional vifit 
to the vicar of a country village, I had the curiofity to 
look into the parifli regifter of births; I took ten years 
in the latter part of the laft century, Uoxn 1670 to 
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females than males have been born during 
thejatterpart of thiscentury — it is reported 
in the kingdom of Bantam, ten wo- 
“ men are born to one man and refers to 
** ' . Karnes's Hift. of Man, vok,^^ i. 
!• ’ Montefquicu, Spirit of Laws-^ 

ji idiif. 4th edition, odtavo — vol. i. 

. 374. mentions this — “ I confefs,” fays he, 
if what hiflory tells us be true, that at 
” Bantam there are ten women to one man, 
** this muft' be a cafe peculiarly favourable to 
“ polygamy” 

From all this it appears to me, that, un- 
lefs we can find that God delivered to Mofes 
as many different laws to govern the adlions 
of His reafonable creatures, as there are 
different parts of the globe inhabited by 
them, fo as that there is one law for the in- 
habitants of A/ia and Africa, and another for 
thofe of Kurope, this fort of arguments, drawn 
from the outward appearances of things in 
different parts of the world, proves nothing 
on either fide of the queftion, but the exceed-' 
ing ignorance of mankind as touching the 
ads and difpenfations of that infinitely' 
WISE Being, whofe judgments are unfear ck- 
able, and His ways pajl finding out ! Rom, 
xi. 33. 

The beft and faired, and indeed the only 
way to get at the truth, on this as on every 

1679, inclufive, and there appeared to have been born in 
that (pace 1 9 more males than females. 

In the fpace between 1770 to I779> incluflvc, the 
number of females born exceeded that of the maleshy 27., 

other 
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Other occafion where religion is concerned, 
is to lay afide prejudice, from whatever quar- 
ter it may be derived, and to let the Bible 
fpeak for itfelf. Then we fliall fee that po~ 
lygapy, notwithftanding the jeventh corn- 
Hiandment, was allowed by God I'lu.jclf, 
who, however others might miftake it, mull 
infallibly know His own mind, be perfedtly 
acquainted with His own will, and tho- 
roughly underfland His own law. If He did 
not intend to allow polyga?}jy, but to prevent 
or condemn it, either by the Jeventh com- 
mandment, or by feme other law, how is it 
pofTible that He thould make laws for its 
regulation, any more than He (hould make 
laws for the regulation of adultery, theft, or 
murder f How is it conceivable that He 
fhould give the leaft countenance to it, or fo 
exprefs His approbation of it, as even to ivork 
miracles in fupport of it ? For the making a 
woman J'ruitjul who was naturally barren, 
muft have been the effedl of * fuper natural 
power. — He blejfed, and in a diftinguillied 
manner owned the iffue — and declared it le- 
gitimate to all intents and purpofes. If this 
^e not allow mice, what is ? As to the firf, 
namely, his making laws for the regulation of 
polygamy, let us confider what is written, 
Exod. xxi, 10. If he (i. e. the hufband) take 
him another wife (not — in fo doing he fins 
againft the Jeventh commandment, recorded 


* Pf. cxiii. 9 . He 7na]ieth the barren woman to kce^ 

hciife^ and to be a joyful ?noiher of children* 


m 
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in the preceding chapter — but) her foody her 
raiment ( i. e. of the firft wife) and her duty of 
marriage, he Jhall not diminijh — K*? — ^.he 
fhal] not fubtraB ox witholdyiv.«.7roqs^vi(TSi, LXX. 
Compare,.,} Cor. vii. 5. Here God pofit»{dy 
formds "a negleB, much more the divorcing o£ 
fiittmg away the firfi wife, but charges no fn 
on taking the fecond. 

2dly. When Jacob married Rachel /he waa 
barren, and fo continued for many years ; but 
God did not leave this as a puni/hment upon 
her for marrying a man who had another wife. 
It is faid, Geii. xxx. 22. that God remembered 
Rachel, and Goto hearkened unto her — and open- 
ed her womb — and foe conceived and bare a fon 
-—and faid, God hath taken away my reproach. 
Surely this palTage of feriptnre ought to af- 
ford a complete anfwer to thole who bring 
the words of the marriage-bond, as cited by 
Christ, Matth. xix. They twain fall be one 
fief, to prove polygamy finful ; and Ihould lead 
us to conftrue them, as by this inftance, and 
many others, the Lawgiver Himfelf ap- 
pears to have done ; that is to fay, where a 
woman, not betrothed to another man, unites 
herfelf in perfonal knowledge with the man gf 
her choice, let that man’s Jituation'ho what it 
may - they twain fall be one fiefo. How other- 
wife do we find fuch a woman as Rachel, 
united to Jacob, who had a wife then living, 
praying to God for a blefling on her inter- 
courfe with Jacob, and God hearkening unto 
her, opening her womb, removing her barren- 
nefs, and thus, by miracle, taking away her ^ 
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reproach f We alfo find the offspring legiti- 
mate, and inheritors of the land of Canaan % 
a plain proof that Jofeph and Benjamin were 
no hajiards, or born out of lawful marriage. 
SeP'’a like palpable inftance of God’s miracu- 
lous blefllng on polygamy in the cafe oi Han- 
nah, I Ham. i. and ii. — Thefe inflanccs ferve 
alfo to prove, that, in God’s account, the 
Jecond marriage is juft as valid as the JirJl., and 
as obligatory, and that our making it lefs Jo, 
is contradidiory to the divine wifdom. 

3dly. God bleffed and owned the iffue. 
How eminently this was the cafe with regard 
toyofeph, fee Gen- xlix. 22 — 26 ; to Samuel, 
fee I Sam. iii. 19. It was exprefsly command- 
ed, that a bajiard, or fon of a woman who was 
with child by * whoredom, fhonld not enter in- 
to the congregation of the Lord, even to hix 
tenth generation. Deut. xxiii. 2. But we find 
Samuel, the offspring of -f- polygamy, minif- 
tring to the Lord in the tabernacle at Shiloh, 
even in his very childhood, chat bed with a linen 
ephod bej'ore Eli the priejl. See this Avhole 
hiftory, i Sam. i. and ii. Who then can 
doubt of Samuel's legitimacy, confequently 
of GoV)'s allowance of, and bleffing o\\ poly- 
gamy If Yuch fecond marriage was in God’s 
account null and void, as a fin againft the 
original law of marriage, the Jeventb com- 
mandment, or any other law of God, no 
mark of legitimacy could have been found on 

^ \yL 'Topvti^. LXX. 

f See Appendix, i, vol. ii. 

the 
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the iffue j for a null and void marriage is tan- 
tamount to no marriage at all •, and if no 
marriage, no legitimacy of the ilTue can pof- 
fihly be. Inftead of fuch a bleffing as Han- 
nah obtained, we fhould have found her.and 
henikc&atid Elkanah charged with adulte^,'^ 
dragged forth and Jioned to death ; for fo was 
adaitcry to be puniflied. All this furnifhes 
us with a conclufive proof, that the having 
7nore than one ivifc with which a man coha- 
bited, was not adultery in the light of God ; 
or, in other words, that it never was reckon- 
ed by Him any fin againfi; x\\ft /event h com- 
mandment, the original marriage-injiitution, or 
any other law whatfoever. 

4thly. But there is a paflage (Dent. xxi. 
15.) which is exprefs * to the point, and 
amounts to a demonftration of God’s allow- 
ance of polygamy. If there be to a man 

— Tw'o WIVES — (Compare Gen. iv. 19. 

I Sam. i. 2. XXX. 5.) — the one beloved, 
and the one hated, and they have borne him 
children, both the beloved and the hated — 
and if the/rjl-born be to the hated, then it Jhall 
be, when hetnaketh his fons to inherit that which he 
hath, that he may not make the fon of the beloved 
firft-born before the fon of the hatad, nihich is 
indeed the frf- born, by giving him a double por- 
tion of all that he hath ; for he is the beginning 
of bis frength, a?id the right of the firjl-born is 
his. 

* “ Herein is a law, tacitly Implied at lead, for a man 
“ to, have two wives.” Ant. Univ. Hift. vol. iii. p. 
141. 

On* 
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On the footing of this law, the marriage of 
both women is equally lawfuh God calls them 
both wives (for fo the word muft be ren- 
dered in this place, as the context thews 
plainly) and He can’t be miftaken, if He calls 
jlh'em fo they certainly were fo. If ‘:h£.f;c'>nd 
wife bore the firft fon, that fon was to inhe- 
rit before a fon born afterwards of the 
wife. Here the ifliie is exprefsly deemed le- 
gitimate ^ and inheritable to the double portion 
of the firf-born ; which could not be, if the 
fecond marriage were not deemed as lawful 
and valid as the firf. 

The wifdom of this world., as at prefent con- 
ftituted, would fav — the man was an adulterer 
— the fecond wife an adulterefs — our law would 
make the man a felon — our ecclefiajiical courts 
would pronounce the feco7id marriage null and 
void — the iffue would be bafardized — and our 
devout people would lift up their hands and 
eyes, and deem the whole a monftrous piece 
of wickednefs ! Which view of the matter 
is moil agreeable to the mind and will of 
God, mud: be left to the judicious reader to 
determine. 

Dean Delaney, who cannot venture to de- 
rfy abfolutely that this text relates to polygamy 
—yet, in a note, endeavours to get rid of its 
evidence, by faying, that “ this one expref- 
“ lion — hers that was hated — fee our tranfla- 
“ tion — makes this lawappear rather to beun- 

* This could not happen where there were two wives 
in fuccejjion. 

derftood 
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“ derflood of the children of two fuccejjive 
“ wives.” — But the Hebrew runs thus' — n'ni 
HK’Jtyb pn — andthefirji-bom fonbetothe 

hated — fo that the ftrefs laid on the words of 
our trantlafion, that was hatedy is good for 

n 'j ! ^ ' ..;e Refledlions on Polygamy, p. 56>‘’ 

I’l. 1. ,;'.ned Dr. Rutherforth hasalfo taken 
no finall pains, to get rid of the conclufive evi- 
dence of this text in favour of the divine al- 
lowance of polygamy. That learned profelTor, 
in his led:ures which he red at Cambridge, on 
Grotius de Jure, found this text, in the plain 
and obvious meaning of the Hebrexo, by no 
lueans conformable to the pofition which he 
had laid down, that polygamy was contrary to 
the law oj' nature ■, he therefore is for fuppo- 
fng the two wives to have been \n fuvcejjion, 
and that x\\c jirjl-born was the fon of the firji 
wife. See hijiitutcs of Natural Law, b. i. c. i r. 

But it is very extraordinary, if this were 
the cafe, that it lliould not be fo exprefled. 
This is a point of too much confequence, to 
be eftablillicd on words, which do not carry 
that meaning, and no other, on the face of 
them : fo far from it, the only terms ufed in 
the defeription of the women are — “ Lhe one 
“ beloved — and the one hated ," — wlv) can 
which was which ? — confcquently, prefume to 
determine, of which wife the firji-born was, in 
point of time ? 

Dr. Rutherforth, as well as Dr. De’aney, 
in his treatment of all feriptures which op- 
pofe his law of nature feheme, puts one in- 
mind^of Ko/ben^ account of the Rhinoceros — 

Q “ This • 
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Tins creature, in order to get at his ptey, 
** marches towards it in a rig/bt line, tearing 
his way very furioufly through all oppo- 
lition of trees and bullies. When he is 
“ upon the march, he is heard at a great dif- 
,£** tance, forcinghis way through thi^.^ ,bv/l.ies, 
** and fnapping of trees.” 

As for Grotius and PuJJendorf, they both 
allow that the ‘JewiJJAz.'w pttmiii^dL polygamy, 
as they both declare j and both mention this 
text as one proof of it. See Grot, dejure, lib. 
ii. c. 5. § 9. Marg. Puffend. lib. vi. c. i. 
§ 16. — The like may be faid of the great Mr. 
Selden, Bijhop Patrick, and every other learned 
commentator , who had not a very mterejiing 
reafon for imitating Peter Kolbeti s Rhinoceros 
above-mentioned. 

One particular occalion of this law feems 
to have been, what had happened in the cafe 
of Leah and Rachel, Jacol/s D’tyJ ’DU ? — two 
wives — the one beloved and the one hated. — See 
Gen. xxix. 30, 31. Rcube?i was the firjl-born 
of Leah — Jejrph of Rachel. ‘Jacob dilinhe- 
rited the fon of the hated, and gave the right of 
the jirji-born to the fon of the beloved — but 
this was not a mere ad of caprice, and undue 
preference,^ againft the law of inheritance, up- 
on account of Jacob's partiality to Rachel-, 
but an ad oi jujiice, on account of Reubens 
crime, who had gone up to his father s couch, 
and defiled his concubine Bilhah. — He there- 
fore difinherited him, as a punilhment, and 
the birth-right thus became Jofeph's, who 

was 
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was the JirJl~born of "Jacob by 'Rachel. Sed 
I Chron. v. i, 2. 

As this might have been made a precedent 
among the polygamous Jews, and what had 
been an a<3: of jujiice in Jacob, made ufe o*f 
jiauL'y ah indulgence of undue partiality for 
one wife before another, to the dijloerifon of 
the jirji-born, and to the overturning the fa- 
cred rights he was invefled with, as a type or 
figure of Him that was to come — who^ as the 
great antitype, is Jiyled, “ tht firf-born of every 
“ creature.” Col i. i 5. — therefore this law 
feems to have been made, and hands as an 
irrefragable proof of the lawfulnefs of poly- 
gamy ; becaufe it hands as a proof, not only 
of the allowed pradlice of it, but of the legiti- 
macy of the iffue in the fight of God ; which 
is evinced to demonhration in the above cafe 
of fofeph, who could not have inherited the 
right of the firjl-born, on any other prin- 
ciple. 

Simeon was the next fon of Leah, biit could 
not take the inheritance, not being the firjl- 
born of his mother — but Jofeph was, and 
therefore, as the only legitimate heir, took the 
birth-right, on the difioerijon of Reubei} the 
firft-borii of Leah. 

But farther. To fay thext polygamy is finful 
(for if it ever was it certainly is, and if ever 
it was not it certainly is not, unlefs fome po- 
litive law hath made an alteration, or unlefs 
good and evil change their nature by length 
of tinye, like the falhion of our cloaths) is to 

Vox. I. I make 
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make God the author of Jin ; for * not to for* 
bid that which is evil, but even to coun- 
tenance and promote it, and this uniformly 
for ages together, is being fo far the author 
j^Pit, and accelTary to it in thehigheii 
•—And ihall we dare to Jay, or . 

that this is chargeable on Him who is 
purer eyes than to behold evil, and who cam 
look on iniquity'^ Hab, i. 13. God forbid! 

When He is upbraiding David, by the 
prophet Nathan, for his ingratitude towards 
His Almighty benefoBor, (2’ Sam. xii.) He 
does it in the following terms : ver. 8- I 
GAVE THEE thy majiers houfe, and thy 

master’s 


* Puffendorf^ b. vi. c. i. § i6. obferves, that the Mo- 
law was fo far from forbidding this cuftom, that 
it feems in fevcral places to fuppofe it and refers to 
Deut. xxi. 15. xvii. 16, 17. and 2 Sam. xii. 8. 

X When E/au met yaco^ with his wives and children, 
he afked — who are thofe with thee ? and yacob faid — The 
children which Goto hath graciously given thy fervant. 
Gen. xxxiii. 5. Now, can we fuppofe that God’s gra- 
cious gifts are peculiarly beftowed on adts of rebellion 
againft His pofitive laws? Yet we muft either fuppofe 
this, or that yacoV s polygamy was no tranfgreifion of the 
^law. — See Gen. xxx. 16, 17, 18, another remarkable 
inftaifce oftGoD’s fpecial bleifing on polygamy. 

The mention of Efau reminds me of a remarkable 
part of bis hiftory. He took two wives^ both Hittites,, 
idolatreffes — which were a grief of mind unto IfaaCy and to 
Rehekah, Gen. xxvi. 34, 35. But whence arofe this 
grief of mind in Efau’s parents ? Not on account of his 
polygamy,^ but becaufe he had married heathen women,, as 
is clear from xxvii. 46 : therefore facoh is fent to Padan- 
Jramy that he might not take a wife of the daughters of 
Canaan, but of his mother^ s family ; and when Efau faw 
that the daughters of Canaan pleafed not Ifaac his fa^ her, he 
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master’s wives into thy bosom, and I 
gave thee the houfe of IsKh’E.L and Judah, and 
if that had been too little ^ I would moreover have 
given thee r»,ch and fuch things. 

Can we fuppofe God givin? more wives than 
one into David’s bofomy who already had 
more than one, if it was fm in David to take 
them ? Can wc imagine that God fhould 
thus tranfgrefs (as it were) His own coni^ 
mandment in one inftance, and yet fo fevere,^ 
ly reprove andchaflife David for breaking it 
in another ? Is it not rather plain, from the 
whqje tranfadion, that David committed 


•went and took a 'wife of the daughters of IJhmael, unto the 
Wives which he had — but we hear of no lamentation of 
Ifaac and Rehekah^ over this frejh aSt of polygamy. As for 
Jacoby we read of his return out of Syria with no Icfs 
than four wives — that when he came to Mahanaim^ and 
heard of Efau\ approach, he rofe up that night, and took 
his two wives., and his two women fervants (called alfo his 
wives — See Gen. xxx. 4, 9. and his eleven fons., and pajfed 
over the brook Jabbock. Gen. xxxii. 22. And Jacob was 
left alone., and there wrejlkd a man with him, &c. This 
man is called ver. 3c. God ; in Hof. xii. 4. 

an angel ; and ver. 5. the Lord God of Hojis — which, all 
put together, fhews us, that it was not a mere man, nor 
created angel, but mil’’ the angel ] Know the 
mejfenger of the covenant, Mai. iii. i. who appeared often 
in an human form under the Old Teftament, in token of 
future incarnation under the New Teftament, even the 
man, tbeGon-stnan Christ Jesus— He who is reprefented 
by commentators as vsin\i\ng polygamy adultery. Matt. 
xix.9. But what was his conduct towards Jacob s * — Doth 
He reprove Him for the fin of polygamy, in which he was 
living ? No — He faid. Thy name Jhall no more be called 
Jacoby but Ifrael ; for as a prince ha ft thou power with 
God awd with men, and hafi prevailed — and he blessed 
him tnre. Comp, Deut. xxvii. 26. and Gal. iii. 10. 

I 2 77I07'tal 
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mortal Jin in taking another living man’s wife, 
but none in taking the widows of the deceajed 
Saul ? that therefore, though the law of 
Gold condemned the jirjl, yet it did 
‘demn the fecond? < 

This padage of 2 Sam. xii. 8. is co; 
five a proof of God’s allowance of polyga>,tj, 
that writers on the other fide of the queftion 
have not been able to get rid of it, but by a 
downright corruption of the text. Inftead 
of the plain, obvious, and literal meaning of 
ihe w'ord p’H — which fignifies the “ breaji 
“ or bofom, from the throat to the pit of' the 
“ Jiomach," have confirued it into power, and 
would tell us that “ God gave Saul’s wives 
“ into David’s power, as z fovereign, not in- 
to his bofom as an hujband." 

Take this expreflion in its firongeft and 
“ mod: ftriit fenfe” (fays the late reverend 
and learned Dean Delaney, in a book called 
“ Reflections on Polygamy,” printed at Lon- 
don, 1737, under the name of Phileleut herns 
Dublinienjis ) “ as where Sarai tells Abram 
“ that fire had given her maid into his bofom, 
“ (Gen. xvi. 5.) what more can be meant by 
it, than that fhe gave her into his power 
We have but to look at the whole context of 


^ This Reverend o;cntleman is fo candid as to tell us, 
— that he has ventured to differ from all the commen- 
‘‘ tators he ever met with, in the fenfe of every text re^ 
lating to this pointd' — i« e. of David"* s polyga?ny^ — So 
that, by his own confeflion, he ilands alone^ in his inter- 
pretation of every text upon the fubjedt. See Rijifleilions 
on Pclfframfy p. 3. ^ . 
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that paflage, and this learned man’s queftion 
receives a full and explicit anfwer, and his 
whole argument an abfolute refutation. Gen. 
xvi. I. &c. Now Sakai, Abram’s wtye, bare 
him 710 children, and Jlje had an hand7naid^ an 
7E I'PiiAN, whofe name was Hagarj and 
Sarai /aid U7ito Abram, Behold now the 
Lord hath njirained me Jroin bearing, I pray 
thee go :}: IN unto my ma;d, it 7nay be that 
I may obtain cgiidrfn by her. A7id 
Abram hearkened unto roc ‘i-oice 0/ S/-RAi: 
and Sakai, Abram’s wile, toon Hagar her 
maid, the /Egyptian, and gave her to Abram 
to be HIS WIFE and he went in 

UNTO Hagar, andjhe conceived .ind when flee 
faw that Jlje had conceived, her mijirefs was 
defpifed in her eyes: and Sarai juid unto 
Abram, My wrong be upon thee •, I have 

GIVEN MY MAID INTO THY BOSOM, and 
when Jhe faw that foe had conceived, I was de- 
fpifed in her eyes-, the Lord judge between me 

J The fequel of this chapter feems to afford, to every 
candid mind, a very conclufive proof, that this propofal 
of polygamy to Abram by his wife Sarai^ was not finfiil^ 
neither complying with it in the leaft difpleafing 

to God ; for on Hagar s departure from Sarai^ pn ac^ 
count of hardufage^ ver. 6. the angel of the Lord recom- 
mends it to her to return,^ and promifes to multiply her feed 
exceedingly^ that it Jhould not be numbered for multitude — 
tells her f)e Jhould bear a fon — - which promife was ful- 
filled, vcr. 15. Now, for all this to happen, in fupport^/i 
and as a ble/Ting upon^ a polygamous iviarriage, ii fuch 
marriages were ftnfuf and of courfc abominable in the eyes 
-of God, is, I freely own, paif every notion which I have 
conceiydd of the fcripture-charatler of the holy GoD of 
ffraelj See Gen. xvii# 20. 

I ^ 


and 
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and thee. This fcripture is too plain to need 
any comment. I will therefore, after ob- 
ferving that p’n no more fignifies power, 
than it fignifies an horfe, only add, that if 
Saul’j wives had not been given into Da- 
vid’j bojom, in the plain and * ufu^l fen'^ 
that expreffion, the circumftance itfelf r 
not have afforded that ftriking aggravation, 
fo beautifully intimated in Nathans parable, 
of the rich mafi's /paring to take of his own 
fock, and his own herd, to drefs for the way- 
faring man that was come unto him, but taking 
the poor mans lamb, ^c. 

The learned Dean, as well as fome other 
commentators on this famous pafl’age, go ftill 
farther, and tell us, David could not enjoy 
thefe widows of Saul as wives, becaufe in 
fo doing he would have committed inccfi, 
they being mothers- in- Imv to Michal, 
Saul’s daughter, who was David’s wife. 
But where is fuch an union forbidden ? I have 
carefully examined the degrees of affinity and 
confanguinity wherein marriage is forbidden, 
and do find a man mull: not marry his own 
mother-in-law, (Lev. xviii. 8.) but as to his 
wife's mother-in-law, there is not a trace of 
fuch an ynpediment. As for Michal’s own 
mother, fiie, if living, mull be put out of the 
quellion. See Lev. xviii. 17. 

Thefe things being confidered, the obfer- 
vations of fuch commentators evaporate into 


• Deur. xiii. 6. ip'n — rwr finus fui. Mont. — 
The wife of thy hofm. 

juft 
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juft what Nathan’s parable and remon- 
ftrance muft do, fuppofing fuch criticifms to 
be true ; that is to fay, into — nothing at all. 
David's ingratitude to God, and to his 
* WORTHY Uriah — were not fo marked by 
'^7ATHAN, becaufe David had a number of 
women whom he could not enjoy ; but be- 
caufe he might have enjoyed them whenever 
he pleafed : therefore his taking Uriah’s 
•wife was the more inexcufable, and his re- 
bellious ingratitude againft God, who gave 
him fo many women into his bofom, the more 
aggravated. 

Thefe truths have not failed univerfally in 
their influence, but have forced themfelves 
into the confciences of fome ; who, not be- 
ing able to refift their convitftion, have con- 
fefled that “ Polygamy was allowed of God to 
cws^ but yet it is -f* forbidden to Chrif- 
tians’’ — which is juft as true as if it was 
faid, that ‘‘ the people under the Old Tef- 
tament were 7nen and women y but Chrif 
thins ^ are not ; for to fuppofe that the 

human 


* 2 Sam. xxiii. 39. 

t Polygamy is prohibited among ChrzJlianSy but was 
allowed, by Divine appointment^ among thejews. Cham- 
bers, Tit. Polygamy. 

X Or to fay with fo?ne of the antient fathers, who were 
wifer than the feriptures, that the crefeite multiplica-- 
mini of the Old Teftament has nothing to do with 
Chriflians under the New Teftament — Quia hodie, re- 
pleto mundo, non tarn neceflarium quam olim ; and 
again-#‘hoc diftum pertinere ad tempora ante Chrijluniy 
non nos qui alio vivimus sevo — mundum jam non 
def iierare illud crefeite ^ multipUcamini. The com- 

I 4 mand 
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f)uman Jpecies is changed, is not more abfurd, 
than to fuppofe a change either of the origi- 
nal defign of God in the inftitution of mar- 
riage, or of the fenfe and meaning of the 
venth commandment, as forbidding or 
demning that }iow, which was not fori 
or condemned, cither by the one or tf 
for fo many ages before. As for the pofitivc 
law of the feventh com;nandment, it is at- 
tended with fuch pains and penalties in the 
brcich of it, that it is impollibJe but that 
feme inlfance of God’s difipprcbation of 
lygamy muft have been met with, had that 
been withm the meaning of it ; otherwife the 
abfurdity muft follow, of fiippoling a fufpen- 
fion of this law for i ^oo years after it was 
ordained of Gon, delivered to Mofes, and by 
him to the people at Moient Sinai — and all 
this for the indulgence of mortal /in in one 
fex, while it was punhlied with death in the 
other. 

In the firlf place, I would obferve in ge- 
neral, that polygamy, in its proper fenle, as 
pradlifed under the Old Teftament by the 
people of God ; that is, the taking tniao wives 
together at once, or one to another, and coha- 
biting %'ith both, is not fo much as ^ men- 

mand — Be fruitful and multiply^ See. is not neceffary, 
as or)ce it was, bccaufe the world is filled with peo- 
pie. — That belonged to the times before Christ, 
not to us who live in another age — the world now 
wants not that — Increafe and multiply."^ 

Unlefs incidentally, i Tim. iii. 2 . I T’t. i. 6. 
where nothing is faid, cither good or bad, as toth' mat- 
ter itfclf in general, 

tioned 
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tioned any where, that I can find, from the 
JirJi chapter of Saint Matthew to the laji of 
the 'Revelation of Saint fohn, inclufive : there* 
Sre it cannot be faid to be * condemned^ 
e famous paffage in Matt. xix. whicfi has 
,en already coiifidered, and will be more 
tully herealU'i , certainly relates to divorce, 
and, properly fpeaking, not to polygamy ; for 
this, fimply confidered, cojs not come in 
queftion. The people thc.c, I'o f .r from in- 
tending polygamy, mcaat nothi'j^- lei's, for 
they meant to have but one :vife at a time ; 
elfe why were they for divoi caig one, in or- 
der to take :{; another’^ Their lin -vas this, 
not the taking and cohabiting with more than 
one at a time. They imagined themfelves to~ 
tally free from the firji, before they married 
the fecond. 

The New Teftament was not to introduce 
a new law concerning this, nor any thing elfe. 
Nothing is to be found there which was not 
in the Old Teftament, only as to the manner ; 
the matter is one and the fame. Otherwife, 
how could Paul derive any flrength to his ar- 
gument, Gal. iii. lo. by citing the fandlion 

■* Judge Blackflone very gravely — tomm. vol. i. 
p. 4'^6. — “ Polygamy is condemned by the law of the 
“ New T eft ament,''' 

t So our tranjlators undoubtedly thought ; for in the 
fummary of the contents printed at the head of the 
chapter,^ they only fay— Christ anfwcreth the Pha- 
rifees concerning divorcement," ver. 3 — 10. So 

Mark. X. 2. Touching divorcement," 

J ^fHcrc the word AkKt)Vy Matt, xix. 9. is fuppofed to 
figij^ify another (i. e. any other wo?nan) according to ouy 
t^-Uiflation. But that this may not be the fenfe of it, 
(ee after. 



of the old law, to prove the neceflity of fal~ 
vation by grace ? If the law be in a Angle in- 
ftance altered, or changed in one Angle point, 
how can it be faid by an infpired apojl/e of 
Christ — Cut Jed ts every one that continueth 
not ALL THINGS whtch are written in the 
hook of the law to do them F — which, as it 
never had, fo it never can have but one fenfe 
and meaning; and our Lord Aiews, that it 
not only condemned the ahl, but the very 
thought of adultery. Did it only begin to do 
this, when Christ faid, Whofoever looketh upon 
a woman to luji after her, hath already commit- 
ted adultery with her in his heart * f Matt. v. 28. 
(but then this muft mean fuch a woman -f as 

adultery 

* Per ywctiKet auteyn 'tnielltg’iiiir uxor altcrius. “ By 
“ the word ywetuet — woman — the Vvdfe of another is 
underftood. 2 Sam. xi. 2, 3, 4. Job xxxi. i, 7. 
‘‘ Prov. vi. 27. Ecclus ix. 7, 8, 9. xxvi. 9. Sufan. 
viii. 9, 32/’ See Wetft. on Matt. v. 28. 
t The word yvvri — like the Hebrew is certain- 

ly a general term, and fignifies a worrian^ as diftinguiflied 
from a man ; and in this fenfe it is ufed Matt, xiv. 21 • 
J^s V. 14. & al, freq. 

But this cannot be the fenfe of it here ; for if it be 
finful to look with defire on any woman whatfoever, then 
it would be finful tor a man to defire his own wife, to 
whom hr is actually married, or a virgin to whom he is 
contrafted ; and this would lead us into all the abfurdi- 
ties of the antient mijogamifs^ who held marriage itfclf 
to be finful. 

In this place, therefore, it certainly means a woman 
confidered as related to a man \ and that, whether be- 
trothed or efpoufed only (See Matt. i. 20, 24. Luke ii. 5.) 
or that Math cohabited with her hufband, (Luke i. 5, 
13, 18.) for with no other can adultery he committed ; 
and it is very evident that our Saviours difeourfe Is on 
that fubjedl ; as forbidden and condemned by the fei):ntb 
^o?n?nandment^ W'hich He is explaining. 
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adultery could be committed with, fuppofing 
the thought brought forth into aBJ. And does 
not the Old Teftament fay the fame thing ? 

What 


Txivti in the New Teftament, like alfo in the Old 
'‘ament, is the term made ufe of to denote a marriea 
— when others are defigned, we meet with Kopxtnoy^ 
1, Fr. damoifelle — a virgin — a wi- 
dow — but I believe it would be difficult to find a fingle 
paflagein the New Teftament, where yvvfi is ufed nccef- 
farily to denote an unmarried woman. fjLiuipiTttt n ywti 
jJ 'T^6p9i^o^, I Cor. vii. 34. Afterwards the ^Ap6evof is 
called etyetiJLog — the yvy», yotfAiKTcttrct. 

For want of fuch diftinftion, fome commentators^ by 
letting their own imaginations loofe, have filled thofe of 
many readers with matter of fore diltrefs and bondage of 
confcience, as if the defire after any female whatfoever, 
came within what they call the fpiritual import of the 
venth commandment. 

I once knew a gentleman, who often afTured me, that 
he never approached his own wife^ without finding a fe 1 
cret uneafinefs in his mind, left he was doing wrong. 
He was a great admirer of what arc called fpiritual expo^ 
fitors. Thefe are, too often, a fpecies of commentator s^ 
who, negledfing the fcriptural fenfe and meaning of the 
original^ wander into every conceit which a warm, or 
perhaps a wild imagination may fuggeft, from the found 
of words in a tranflation. Some inftances of this have 
been given in this work, and as many more might be 
given, as would furnifh ample materials for a work by 
itfelf. 

N. B. Let every man be fure he underftands the ori- 
ginal letter — before \\q pre fumes to defcant uj^on the fpA^it 
of it; or he will bewilder himfelf and his reaefers; and 
what is worfe, be fetting forth many things as the word 
•f God, which are not fo. 

Such people there always were.— Among the heathen — 
Democritus oculos fibi eruit^ quod mulieres fine concupifeentia 
afpicere nonpojjit. Sed nihil aliud fecit, quam quod fatuita-- 
tem fuam urbi manifejlam fecit. Tertull. in Apologet. — 
“ Democritus plucked out his eyes, becaufe he could not 
“ behold women without concupifcence. But he did 
nothing elfe than expofe his folly to the city.’~ 

Amon^ 
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What elfe is the meaning of the tenth com- 
mandment, which fays, T'hou Jhalt not covet 
thy neighbours w'^e? or of Prov. xxiv. 9. 

The 

Amoag the we read of a feet of Pharifccs^ who were 

called Talpa: or Molesy becaufe they walked about with 
their eyes fhut or blindfolded, left they fhould behold a 
won^an ; and, fays my author — ftepe in tnuros impegerint 
fanguis profufus fuerit — ‘‘ I'hey often got bloody nofes 
by running againft walls.” See Chriftoph. Gerfon, 
in Talmud, p. 24. 

Wc are told of a Jefuit^ cviYitA jllphonfus RodiciuSy who, 
though he ferv^ed at the mafs 44 years, and had given ab- 
folutir,. t . thoufands, had never beheld the face of a wo- 
man ^ 1-1 th^^ time. Geneal. Mar. 31 061 . p. 577. 

.li. other was (o pious^ and fo avoided the fight of all 
women, that he woo'd not even fee his own mother* Ib. — 
To what does thrs amount? — A delufion of the Devil — 
an arraignment of the wifdom and holinefs of the Crea- 
tor in our formation, by condemning as evil, thofe ap- 
petites, which He hath implanted in our nature, for the 
purpofe of incitement to marriage, and, of courfe, to the 
continuance of the human fpecies. To avoid fuch er- 
rors, one fafe rule may be laid down, viz. That no defire 
is, or can be unlawful.^ but where the objedf of it is un- 
lawful for us to polTefs. Let us keep to this, and then 
w^e (hall not be whittling away the ftrong, noble, manly 
fenfe of feripture, into the ridiculous whims and fancies 
of vifionaries and enthufiafts. 

Notwithftanding the length of this note, I cannot help 
taking notice of a text, which is fuppofed to be the 
ground of the Talpesan aufterity above-mentioned, and 
which is as Jikely to be abufed to the purpofes of felf- 
righteonfnefs^ as that of Matt. v. 28. It is that of yob 
xxxi. I. I made a covenant with mine eyes., why then fnould 
I think upon a maid? fob is aflerting his integrity with 
refpedf to many circumftances pf his life and converfa- 
tion, and among the reft, with regard to flefhly inconti- 
nence ; and this chapter begins with — / have made a co- 
venant with mine eyes* — P'tUnK HD *) — Et quid 
confideraho in virgine* Mont. Our tranflation is near 
enough the original, to give us the fenfe of it ; however, 
that fenfe muft be interpreted according to the analog^y of 
the divine law^ and not according to the mere founa of 
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thought of foolifnefs is fn ? The word 
n!2T which we tranflate the thought^ fignifies 

the words ; for Job (ver. 2, 3.) fhews us, that he means 
to exprefs a very grievous offence, fiich as excludes 
from all portion ^God, and inheritance in the kingdom of 
')eaven (Comp, i Cor. vi. 9.) and which bringeth de- 
(huttion on workers of fuch iniquity. This is fufficient to 
make it impoffible that Job can fpeak the truth, if no- 
thing more is meant than is literally expreffed. In the 
firft place, Job had made no fuch covenant^ &c. as not to 
think on a jnaid.^ for he had married one. Secondly, this 
can be no fin, fimply confidered in itfelf ; for if fo, men 
muft plunge into fin, or there muft be an end of the 
world ; which but ill agrees with — increase and mul-^ 
iiply^ &c. 

Some have therefore conftrued this to mean, that Job 
was content with one wife., and verged not towards con-- 
ciibinagc or polygamy. — Neither of thefe were forbidden or 
condemned by the law., but, as has been fhev/n at large, 
pracStifed openly by the greateft faints., and allowed and 
bleffcd of God ; therefore cannot anfwer to vcr. 2, 3. 

For which reafons this text is very difBcult to inter- 
pret agreeably to the analogy of faith, unlefs the word 
— tnaid, or virgin — be taken here, for what it cer- 
tainly imports elfewhere, — virgo defponfata 

— a betrothed or ejpoujed virgin., who ftill was called 
See Joel i. 8. and perhaps Jer. ii. 32. Comp. 
If. Ixi. 10. latter part. See Deut. xxii. 23, 24, 25. 

'I'hat Job fhould not fuffer himfelf to think on (i, e. fo 
as to defire) fuch a one, is of a piece with what he fays, 
ver. 9, ,10, 1 1, 12 ; for fuch a one was, in the eye of the 
law, another man s wife. Deut. xxii. 23, 24. So that 
Job is not to be underftood as making tranjgrcfjton where 
there is no law^ like the Talpee and the Jefuit above-men- 
tioned j but as protefling his innocence with refpeft to 
adultery, in every fenfe of the word, as not fufFering him- 
felf to look on, foas to lujl after, a virgin betrothed, much 
lefs to commit atiual adultery, by defling his neighbour s 
wfe. ver. g, 10, li, 12. 

So.omon Jar chi conftrues the pafiage very liberally in- 
deed, or rather paraphrafes it thus, viz. I made a cove^ 
nant, &c. that I would have no knowledge of any 
man’s wife.” See Chappelowe on Job, vol. i. p. 425. * 

a ivic.-u’d 
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a ivtcked imagination^ prava aut mala cogitation 
Mont. — an evil thought. The law is fpirituaU 
fays I had not known luji (i. e. known it 
to be evil) except the law had /aid, Thou jhalt 
not covet, Rom. vii. 7. Therefore, when 
our Saviour preached on the Mounts He did 
not make, ordain, or publifh any new laWf 
nor did he make the law more fpiritual than 
when publifhed at Mount Sinai-, but He 
fet it forth, and vindicated it from the falfe 
glofles of the Scribes and Pharifees, who, in 
their teaching, dwelt on the outward letter 
only, throwing a veil of obfcurity over its 
fpiritual fenfe and meaning. The feventh 
commandment was juft as fpiritual under the 
Old Teilament as under the New. The very 
thought of adultery in David, was as finful as 
it would have been in Saint Paul. How then 
can it be imagined, that the commandment 
againft adultery meant not as much in the 
times of Mofes and xhc prophets, as in the days 
of Christ and His Apojlles? or, in other 
words, as much under the Old Teftament as 
under the New ? How can it be thought to 
cpndemn any thing amongft Chrijlians, which 
it did no't equally condemn amongft the 
fews ? Whatfoever things the law faith, it 
faith to them that are under the law (whether 
fews or Chrijlians) that every mouth may be 
Jiopped, and all the world become guilty before 
God. Rom. iii. 19. If then the law ever 
condemned as adultery, whoredom, ot 

fornication, it certainly d*es it now but, as 
9 hath 
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hath been fliewn, it never did condemn it in 
any one inftance, not only from the heginning, 
by any conftrudtion put on the original mar- 
riage-injlitution, but alfo for 1500 years to- 
gether after the giving the law at Mount 
Sinai ; therefore it never has condemned it 
fince : for Christ gave no new meaning to 
this or any other of the commandments, but 
only vindicated and reftored the old. What 
•was murder is now murder — what was theft 
is now theft — what was adultery is now adul- 
tery — and what was none of thefe, is ilill none 
of thefe. 

God’s law is His will, and Plis will is His 
law ; a change of one muft infer a change in 
the other, and either of thefe a change in 
Himself : an idea which is wholly irrecon- 
cileable with the fcripture-charadler of God, 
with whotn there is no variablenefs, neither any 
Jliadow of turning, fames i. 17. 

Men may cobble, and vamp, and alter, and 
repeal laws, and indeed it muft be fo, as mif- 
chiefs, which efcape all human prefcience 
and forefight, muft daily arife ; but it cannot 
be fo with Omniscience. All things arc 
prefent and open to Him. Heb. iv. ,ij., H^ 
ordained the propagation of mankind — He 
blef 'cd them, and fai J unto them. Be fruitful, 
and multiply, and replenijh the earth. Gen. i. 28. 
He made the woman, and brought her to the 
man, and faid — -A man foall cleave to his wife, 
Gen. ii. 22, 24. (by which exprelTion, ac- 
cording to St. Paul's * interpretation, 1 Cor. 

* See before, 19, 20, and note. 
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vi. 15, 16. is meant the adl of •f' copu-* 
latlon or marriage) and they Jhall be one 
jlep — thus creating between them fo indif- 
foluble a bond, as never to be divided 
more. Though thefe words were fpoken 
immediately by Adam, yet, doubtlefs, he 
fpake under the influence of the divine' Spirit ^ 
as may appear from Christ’s manner of ap- 
plying the words. Matt, xix. 4, 5. and may 
therefore, as wdiat Moses and the prophets 
fpake under the fame holy influence, be ftyled 
— “ 'The word of God.” The circumfcrip- 
tion and regulation of the whole was pro- 
. vided for by fixed, determined, and immuta- 
ble laws, calculated for all times, places, and 
ages of the world, wherein He ihould be 
pleafed to make them known. Thefe laws, 
on the eftablifhment of the church, on its 
deliverance out of ^Egypt, were given to 
Mo SES, and enforced and explained by him, 
and the prophets, under the imme- 

diate command and teaching of God ; and 
continue, like the holy Lawgiver Himfelf, one 
and the fame for ever. Who may marry to- 
gether, and who may not — what is a lawful 
^marriage in God’s account, and what is not 
fo. Was fiot left to the uncertain or prefump- 


t This Is the literal import — agglutinatus 

erit in uxore fua. Mont. (See before p. 20* note,) ill ex- 
prefied by — Jhall cleave to his wife, — The verb Ilpofl’JtoAAM- 
LXX. Matt. xix. 5. and Eph. v. 31. — and the 
participle KoAA<y//gi/of, i Cor. vi. 16.— are in the 

voice, For the Juthor’s idea of the word marriage^ 

fee before, p. 48. note. 


tuous 
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tuous determinations of mankind, but im- 
mutably fixed by written laws of God. To 
thefe it is our bounden duty to conform, and 
to fay to all fubfequent inventions of men, as 
well thofe which forbid marriage entirely, as 
thofc who would put afnnder thtj'e whom God 
hath joined together, under pretence of greater 
purity and holinefs, as the angel did to Pe- 
ter, Adts X. 15. What God hath cleanfed, 
that call thou not common or unclean. 

I have mentioned the law being explained 
by the prophets. Thefe were extraordinary 
melTcngcrs which God raifed up and fent 
forth ujider a fpecial coinmiflion ; not only to 
foretell things to come, hut to preach to the 
people, to hold forth the law, to point out 
their dcfedlions from it, and to call them to 
repentance, under the fevered terms of God’s 
difpleafure, unlefs they obeyed. Their com- 
mifiion, in thefe refpeels, we find recorded. 
If. Iviii. 1. Cry aloud, [pare not, lift up thy 
voice like a inunpet : Jhew my people their tranf- 
grcjjions, and the hoiije of "'Jacob their fins. 
This commiffion was to be faithfully exe- 
cuted, at the peril of the prophet' •6 own de- 
ftrudlion, as appears from the folemn charge* 
given to Ezekiel, chap. iii. 18. JVhen I fay to 
the wicked, ‘Thou fait furely die, and thou give/l 
him not warning, nor fpeakef to warn the 
wicked to fave his life, the fame wicked man fall 
die in his iniquity, but his blood will I require at 
thine hand. 

Thefe prophets executed their commiffion 
Yery unfaithfully towards God and the people, 
Vol.T. K as 
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as well as moft dangeroufly for themfelves, if 
polygamy was a fin againft God’s law ; for it 
was the common pradlice of the * whole na- 
tion, from the prince on the throne to the 
loweji of the people \ and yet neither Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, nor any one of prophets, bore 
the leafl: tefirimony againft it. They reproved 
them ftiarply and plainly for defiling their 
neighbours wives ; as “Jer. v. 8; xxix. 23. — 
in which fifth chapter, we not only find the 
prophet bearing teftimony againft adultery, 
but againft whoredom and fornication,\CT. 7. for 
that they alTembled themfelves by troops in the 
harlots houfes. Not a word polygamy. 

How is it pofllble, in any reafon, to think 
that this, if a fin, ftiould never be mentioned 
as luch, by GoD~by Moses — or any one 

of the prophets ? 

Here I may particularly mention E^lijah 
the ‘Tip:'bite, w'ho could with truth fiy of 
himftif, i Kings xix. 10. ’riN'Jp — zelando 
•zelotus film. Mont. Which emphatical re- 
duplication we tranftate by — / have been very 
jEALous/cr the Lord of hosts. This holy 
man was fired with zeal for God’s law, and 
w as a inoft faithful and undaunted reprover 
of fin, even to the very face of king Ahab 


* Jofipl’ia calls it 'sretjpiov — which anfwers to what we 

^-ean by the word national. 

t Mofes nicntions all the fins of the nations of Canaan^ 
as warnings to the Ifraelitrs not to be guilty of them; 

I ut tb.cir polygamy is no where mentioned or condemneJ, 
nor arc the "Jrais warned againft it. See xviii. 3^ 

■V n 'kic 

(who 
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(who at that time reigned in Ifrael, and vs^as 
doubtlefs a polygamiji, by his having feventy 
fons) yet not a word is laid about his poly- 
gamy j which could hardly have been omitted, 
had it been a fin againfi; cither the primary 
law of marriage, or the feventh command- 
ment. The fame zeal which led 'Elijah to 
tell Ahabi that he and his father s houfe had 
troubled Ifrael, by forfaking the commandments 
of the Lord, and following Baalim, mull 
furely have led him to reprove Ahah'^ poly- 
gamy, had that alfo been a forfaking the com- 
mandments of Jehovah. The fcripture, 
I Kings xvi. 31. ftrongly remarks, as an ag- 
gravation of Ahab’& fuperlative wickednefs, 
that he married an idolatrefs, contrary to 
Deut. vii. 3. Had his polygamy been con- 
trary to Exod. XX. 14. this would hardly 
have efcaped the reproofs of the prophet 
Elijah, who did not forget Jezabel, and the 
prophets which ate at her table, i Kings 
xviii. 19. 

We may alfo obferve th:X Ezekiel, cb. xxii. 
fets down very particularly the fins of lewd- 
nefs, which the Jews were addicted to in his 
day, ver. 10, ii. but not a word o^polygamf 
is there to be found. 

Although it be true, that none of the pro- 
phets before the captivity mention it as a fn, 
yet did not Malachi, after the return from 
the captivity, fpeak of it, and in very fevere 
terms condemn it ? thus clofing: the canon of 
the Old Teftament With a molt awful repre- 
henfion of it .? Mai. iL 14, 15. 

K 2 A« 
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As this famous paiTage is taken for granted 
to be a condemnation of polygamy under the 
Old Tefiament, let us examine it, and we 
fhall find that it does not even relate to the 
fubjedt : if it did, it would be very firange, 
that fo material a point Ihould efcape all the 
prophets that went before him, Mofes himfclf 
not excepted. This fingle circumftance 
fhould make one fufpicious of the common 
interpretation given to this portion of ferip- 
ture by the general run of commentators, who, 
mifiaking the found of the words for tlie fenfe 
of the text, have followed one another like 
Iheep, who keep the fame track, only becaufe 
others have gone before them. The words, 
as they fiand in our tranflation, are thefe — 
The Lord hath been witJiefs betu'cen thee and 
the 'wife of thy youth, againft 'ivhom thou hajl 
dealt treacberfujly : yet Jhe is thy companion and 
the 'wife of thy covenant. And did not He make 
one f yet hath He the rejidue of the fpirit. And 
'wherefore one F ‘That He might feck a godly feed. 
Therefore take heed to your fpirit, and let none 
deal treacheroijly againf the ivife of his youth ; 
for the Lord God of faith, that he 

hateth putting away. 

The laf words arc a key to the reft, and 
£hew, that the inftance in which thv^y dealt 
treacheroufy 'with their 'u ives, u as putting them 
a'way ; and this, in order to take heathen wo- 
men in their room. This is manifeft from 
ver. II. Judah hath dealt treacheroufy, and 
an abomination is committed in Israel and 
Jerusalem •, for Judah hath prophaned the 
\ , kolinefs 
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holinefs of the hoKi> -which he loved, and hath 
married the daughter of a Jirange god. 

Ezra who lived about this time, hath 
recorded the fadl at large, and fully explains 
the matter; chap. 'i'X.. fhe people of \sK,h'Et, 
and the priefs have not fcparated themfelves 
from the people of the lands, for they have taken 
of their daughters for themfelves, and for their 
fans, and the holy feed have mingled themfelves 
-with the people of t ho fe lands. 

Ver. lo. And Jiow, O Lord, ivhat (hall we 
fay after this ? for we have forfaken thy com- 
majidments, which thou baft commanded by thy 
fervants the prophets, faying, The land which 
ye go to poft'efs is an unclean land. See. 

Ver. 1 2. Now therefore give not your daugh- 
ters mito their fans, neither take their daughters 
to your fans, &c. 

Chap. X. 2. We have trcfpaft'ed againft our 
God, and have taken Jirange wives of the people 
of the land. Now therefore let us 77 iake a cove- 
nant with our God, to put away all the wives ^ 
and fuch as are borji of them, ver. 3. 

The putting away thefe heathen women 
was a duty, and this by the pofitive law of 
God, f or God having, as it were, forbid- 
den the banns in exprefs words ^i;eut. vu. 
3.) their marriages were abfolutely null and 
void ab mitio ; they could contradt no valid 
marriage whatfoever with them, and therefore 
muft put them away. This affords us a Itrong 
proof of the lawjulnefs of polygamy, where the 

t See alfo Nihemiah xiii. 23 — 29, 

K 3 
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Woman was not excepted againft, as by the 
law above mentioned, or by fome other : for 
if this were otherwife, we fhould hear oi put- 
ting away all but the JirJl in all cafes. God 
would not have fufftred any marriage which 
was contrary to the feve 7 ith qommandir 
any more than thofe which were contrary to 
Deut. vii. 3. When we compare Ezra and 
Malachi together, we find by the former^ 
that the yews took heathen women for their 
wives ; and by the latter^ that they not only 
did this, but put away their Ifraelitiflo wives 
for that very purpofe. This is plainly what 
ver. 14. calls dealing treacheroufy with their 
wives, their divorcing them for this unhallow- 
ed purpofe. 'I'here \ht prophet ufes the like 
arguments againld them as he had before ufed, 
ver. 10, with regard to their dealing trcache- 
roujly with their brethren — Have we not all one 
father ? hath not one God created us ? why do 
we deal treacheroujly eveiy man againji his bro- 
ther, by profaning the covenajit of our fathers ? 
When they put away their yewijh wives, and 
ma rled the heathen idolatrous women, they 
prof aJied the covenant of their fathers •, that is, 
that command of God delivered to their fa- 
thers, not, only in the or/g inllitution of 
marriage, which foth-SiA putting away, but alfo 
that pofitive law, Deut. vii. 3. which forbad 
marriage with heathens. They dealt treache- 
roufy with their brethren ; that is to fay, with 
the pa/YUts and rclatio^^s of their unjufi;ly-<//- 
vorced wives, wdio gave them their daughters 
pr Jifers in marriage, to abide with them, not 
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to be put away. They dealt treacheroujly alfo 
with their wwes, ir\ puttmgthejn away. — There- 
fore prophet reproves them, and calls them 
to repentance by the following conhderations, 
ver. 14, 155 which I will endeavour to lay 
before the reader in a paraphrafe fui table to 
the literal and true me.tnii;g ot the 01 i gin a I 
Hebrew, and conformable to the analogy of 
divine revelation, as delivered to us by Mc-ses 
and the prophets. Then it will appear, that 
thefe dilfinguifhed fervants of God were not 
guilty of concealing, dilguiling, or dilRm- 
bling the truth j nor God Ilimfelf capable 
of fuffering His /event h comnnndnu'nt, as 
well as the original injiitution of marriage, to 
be tranfgreffed, not only with impunity, but 
allowance, uniformly through fo many ages, 
or of leaving His church and people utterly 
ignorant of His mind and will touching lb 
important a matter, for all that time, 

ntyy "inK nVi — £/ ne unus fecit Mont. — 

And did not one make Here owx commentators, 
milled by our tranjlators, and thefe by the 
vulgar error of the Jinjulnefs oi polygatny, tell 
us, that “ thefe words figuify God’s making 
“ but one woman at the beginning ; He had the 
refidue of the fpirit, and therafore* cou*!d 
“ have made more women for Adam if He 
** had pleafed.” One misfortune attending 
fo ignorant a comment, ic, that the word 
nrtK cannot lignify oite woman, unlcls, 
among other changes, women were of the 
majeuline gender under the Old Teftament, 
though of the feminine under the New l ef- 

K 4 tament \ 
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tament; for “iHK is certainly of the mafculme 
gender — nni< is the feminine — See Judges 
ix. 53. — rsHK — mulier una, Mont. & 

al Ireq. This, belides an undue tranfpo- 
fition of the words, is, I take it, a conclufive 
rcafon'for faying they miflake the paffage. 
It is not — Did not he make One? — but — Did 
not Ojie make ? like ver. 10. Have we not all 
ONE Father? Did not one God create 
m? Did not OnCy or The One, make 
both you and your yewijh wives ? Did 
“ He not form both of yoU' — (fee Dcut, 
“ xxxii. 6.) naturally of the fame feed of 
“ Abraham — Jpiritually by the fame holy dif- 
penfation and ordinances ? — At ver. 14. it 
“ is faid — — jhe is thy companion, 
or alTociate — "jnni — and a wife, or 

woman, of thy covenant — i. e. a partaker 
with thee in the covenant made with Abra- 
“ ham and his feed after liim. So the prophet 
Zech. ix. 1 1 . where God fays to the daugh- 
“ ter of Zion — As for thee — Dill — In 
“ (or by) the blood thy covenant I have 
fent forth thy prfoners, &c. where — 
“ thy covenant — compared with the context 
“ in this place of Malachi, clearly determines 
“ ' the meaRing to be as above, and it Ifands 
“ here as oppofed to the daughter of a Jlrange 
God, ver. 1 1 . — HTI — And He hath 

* If the attentive reader will compare the — one^ 
in this place, with HPiK /K — one God, ver. lo. furely he 
inuft fee, that the fame Jhiighiy Perfon is meant. There 
he is faid to create^^here to make. Comp. Gen. ii. 3. lat- 
part. 

(or 
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(or hath He not ?) the remainder of the Spi- 
“ rit — Hath He not the (zvae. power He ever 
“ had ? — Is His hand fhortened at all, fo 
“ that He cannot complete your reftoration 
“ if He pleafes, or puniih you ftill more fe- 
“ verely, if you continue difobedient to His 
commandments ? Spirit is here ufed lor 
“ power*, mighty, but efpecially irrejijlibk 
“ power-, as Pf. cxxxix. 7. If. lix. 19. If. 
“ Ixiii. 14. If. xxxiv. 16.— -IHN'n nfil 
And what did The ONE /tr/i.^ Vlt 

“ — a '{' feed of Gon — an holy feed (fee Ez- 

“ ra ix. 2. compare ver. 14.) therefore take 
“ heed to your fpitit — that is, your temper — qf~ 
feSiwns"-~-z% nn is very olten applied, (fee 
Numb. xiv. 24. I Sam. i. i 5.) “ and none of 
** you deal treacheroujly againji the wife of thy 
“ youth, (whom thou haft married when a 

* So the power of the Spirit is often ufed for the Spt-> 
rit itfclf. Comp. If. xxxii. 15. Luke xxiv. 49. A£ls i. 
8. See alfo Judges xiii. 25; xiv. 19; xvi. 17, 20* 
Rom. i. 4. with i Cor. vi. 14. & al. freq. In an old edi- 
tion of the printed in the year 1615, there are fhort 

notes added in the margin ; and in the note on the word 
Spirit^ in this text, it is explained to mean power and 
virtue, 

t Et quid Unus quaerit nifi femcn Dei. Vulg, 

J I'his can have nothing to do with pohjghny^ bccaufe, 
if it had, wefhould have hardly found it allowed of God, 
and pradtifed by his faints; or, in fadl, have found feme 
of the moft diftinguifhed and blclTed men that ever lived, 
the oiFspring of polygamous marriages ; witnefs holy Jo-- 
feph^ 4nd the prophet Samuel, Befides all this, we may 
obferve, that the Jews, who are in this place of Ezra 
emphatically ftyled the holy feed^ were defeended from t^e 
twelve fons of t Jacoby half of which were born under po- 
{y^amy. 


virgin) * 
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“ virgin) by putting her away, and taking 
“ thefe idolatrejfes for I Lord hate put^ 
ting awayi" The confideration of the re- 
lation they ftood in to Jehovah — He their 
common Father — they His profeffing children, 
^vas one argument againft their feparating — 
another Avas, that, as the Lord fought a 
godly feed in their offspring, by their being 
devoted to Him in their earliell; infancy, 
then brought up in the nurture and admoni- 
tion of the Lord, this defign would be de- 
feated by their taking idolatrous women, who, 
inftead of devoting the children to Jeho- 
vah, would be for bringing them up to the 
* worjhip of their idols, and an ungodly feed 
be the confequence. See Deut. vii. 3, 4. 
Laftly, God had forbidden divorce from the 
beginning, (fee Gen. ii. 24.) fot He hateth 
putting away at any rate ; but how much 
more to fee His own profeffing daughters put 
away, that His own profeffing fons might 
marry the daughters of a f range God? This 
was indeed doing an abominable thing which 
God hated. Jcr. xliv. 4, 

This I take to be a clear, confiftent view 
of this famous paffage, and agrees exadlly 
with what Ezra fays, chap. ix. 9. &c. and 
chap. X. 2. &c. who did not rend his mantle 
and garmetjtt, and pluck the hair off his head 


• .We find that thefe idolatrous women laid a furfe 
foundation for this, by bringing up their children in the 
knowledge of the heathen tongues of their fevcral coun- 
tries, fo that they could not underftand the language of 
God’s law. See Nch. xiii. 23, 24. 


and 
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find heard, and fit down nftonijhed, becaufe the 
people did what their fathers Abram, Ja- 
cob, David, &c. had done without the leaji 
reproof, and had been conftantly, openly, 
avowedly praNifed by the holieft of their 
forefathers, wit amt the lead ^ fcruple on 
their part, or condetnuation on God’s part—* 
but becaule they had married heathen women, 
and, as appears by Mai. ii. 14. had dealt 
ireacheroujly againfi the fewifo lawful wives, 
by putting them away in order to do it. 

As to the notion expreifed by commentators, 
in their app ires: tly mifconceived ideas of this 
text of IVi A i, A u H 1 — that hecaufe God created 
but one man and on-' woman at fird, therefore 
he intended that ‘ no man diould have more 
“ than one wife at a time ever after,” I do 
humbly aoneeive, that, if God had meant fo. 
He would fomewhere have fiid fo, and not 
have left it to the wifiom of men to put 
their interpretations on what He was pleafed 

to 


^ When Jofeph was folicited by Potlphar^s wife, he 
anfwered with abhorrence — How can 1 do this great wick'- 
ednefs^ and ftn againft Got> ? Gen. xxxix. 9. latter part, 
— But when Abraham's wife Sarah propofed her buf-- 
hand's taking Hagar to wife^ Gen, xvi. 2, he does it 
without the leait objedlion. So '‘Jacob took Rachel after 
Leah,^ there being then no law againft marrying a wife's 
fjler, I'his, and the many other inltances, clearly 
prove, that the wifc/f and befl of God’s i.hnts never 
dreamt of polygamy's having any relation to the hn of 
adultery, 

t As to putting our conftruftion on any a6fs of God, 
fo as to draw them into precedents,^ unlefs clearly in- 
ftrufled by Him fo to do, it would in many cafes be at- 
tended 
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to do j for. who hath known the mind of the 
Lord, and who hath been his counfellor^ Rom. 
xi. 34. Some may argue, that becaufe it was 
faid — A man jhall cleave to his wife, not 
“ wives, therefore it is unlawful for a man 
to have two or more wives in * fucceilion, 

tended with great mirchiefs — for inftance : Suppofe-wG 
were to aigue for brothers and JtJicrs intermarrying, be- 
caufe this liiu/t have been the cafe among the immediate 
children of AcUwi mul Eve ^ the creation of only om 
man and one wohuvi^ would at lead: be as good an argu- 
ment for inceft, as again/} polygamy. Hut it can have 
no weight in cither cafe, becaufe (too, by a pofitivc 
law, (Levo xviii. 9.) prohibited theory?, and by as pofi- 
tive a law (Deut. xxi. 15 — 17*) allowed the fccond. It 
pleafed CtOD, that the whole human nature fhould refide 
in one common fccdcral head,, who was to be the com- 
mon repy cfcntntive of all his fubLquent naturally-en- 
gendered eftspring, and by cue woman taken out of hljn^ 
Jelf,^ to convey that naiure which was in him to his own 
immediate children, and by them to his poilerity, to the 
end of the world. Let any one read Ro/n, v. witli at- 
tention, and conftdcr in what refpc^l:s Adam was ^ _^gure 
Him that was to come (ver. 14.) and then it v»^ili be 
leen, that no man who ever icw, or will be naturally 
engendered of the offspring of Adam^ can have been, or 
be in the fame circumflanccs and fituation that Adam 
was. Wherefore a prexedent againft polygamy- is no more 
to be drawn from hitn, than ayainfl natural <ieneration 

^ o ^ to ^ 

from Eve\ being made out of one of bis rlbsy or from bis 
own being immediately formed out of the duji of the 
iarth. 

* llicrc was a time in the Cbrijllan church, when 
this was looked upon as only a more fpecious and de- 
corous kind of adultery f and reckoned infamous^ 

The Montanifs affirmed fecond marriages to be as 
fcatidalotis and finful as fornication. In the three firft 
ages of the church fccond marriages were reputed 

dalous,, nay they were condi7hned by fomc perfons.’"' 

Eccl. Hilt. vol. i, 182. Engl, tranll. But more 
pf this hereafter. 

€f 


and 
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** and can only have one fo long as he lives, 
becaufe Adam had but one” This fort of 
conceits is like fuppofing that God forbad 
he wearing cloth, or lilk, or linen, becaufe 
^e cJoathed our firft parents w/VZ> Jkins. Gen. 

. u. 2? j or fuppofing, hke thofe mad heretics 
0+' the fecond century, who called themfelves 
Adamites, that Chrijllans are to meet together 
(lark naked without any jharnc, becaufe it is 
faid (Gen. ii. 25.) Adam and Eve were 
naked, and were not ajham.cd. If we take upon 
ourfelves to interpret this or any a£t of God 
merely by our imaginations, we take upon us 
what does not belong to us. Wc are told, 
Deut. xxix. 29. Secret belong unto 

the Lord our Cod, but thofe things which are 
REVEALED, to US and our children for ever, 
that we may do all the words of His law. 

That God might have created 10,000 7 nen, 
and as many women, is certain. Why He did 
not. He hath no where told us, any more 
than why He created only one and one * 
woman. This and all things glfe are to be 

refolved 


Milton reprefents Adam as faying 

O why did Gou, 

Creator wife, that peopled highefl: heav’rt 
With fpirits mafeuline, create at lait 
This novelty on earth, this fair defe(Sl- 
Of Nature, and not fill the world at once 
With men as angels without feminine. 

Or find fome other way to generate 
Mankind ? Par. Lofi, B. lo. 

We may prefume that God made the reft of the ani- 
mal creation by pairs^ the male and female — Comp. 
Gen. i. 20 — 25. with Gen. vi. 29. Gen. vii. 2, 3, 9,* 

14—16 : 


10 
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refolved into His pleafure, and the 

counfel oj his own will. Eph. i. ii. Rev. iv. 
II. Our attempting to account for any of 
His holy adts or difpcnfition.s, any farther 
than the revelation of His word exprefsly 
authorizes us, is to be wile above what is 
written, to involve ourfclves in endlefs maze^ 
of error, xA\--projcl]ing ourjelvcs wije, • 
come fools, Rom. i. 22. 

GoT) \ bringing the woman to the man — that 
folemn denunciation — therefore fall a man 
leave Jaihcr and mother, and cleave unto his 
wife, and they fall be one fef — form a con- 
clusive argument againlb wanton and caufe- 
lefs divorce ; and are expref ly made ufe of 
by Christ for that purpofe in His difpute 
with the Pharifecs, Matt. xix. 4, 5 ; but it is 
no where, in the wdiole feripture, made ufe 
of as an argument againft polygamy. There 

14 — 16 : therefore, to draw arguments againft polygamy 
(which, by the way, the fcripturcs have no where done) 
from a fimilar creation of the human fpecics, would, if 
purfued to the utmoft, prove too rriuch^ and of courfe 
prove nothing. So when God was about to deftroy the 
earth by the deluge^ he commanded Noah to come into 
the ark — ‘‘ Thou and thy fons^ and thy wife^ and thy fons 
wive^ zvith thec^^' in all eight per fons (fee i Pet. iii. 20) 
and of every living thing of all fefj^ two of every 
SORT — they fijall he male and fcjnale —feven pair of 
the clcan^ and two pair of the unclean^ the MALE 
AND HIS FEMALE.” — — Tirum ^ uxorem 
ejus. Mont. So that in the prefervation of the brutal^ 
as well as of the human fpecics, we read of them in 
pairs — and thefe pairs arc clefcribed by the fame Hebrevf 
words, which, in other parts of the feriptures, we ren- 
der— a man and his voife . — For the exa 51 words of thefe 
abridged po£ages^ fee the feriptures above referred to. 

were. 
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were, doubtlefs, opportunities enough in the 
antediluvian, as well as the pojidiluvian world, 
to have given occalion for it, had any * fuch 
thing been intended. 

The firll inftance polygamy which is re- 
corded, we find Gen. iv, 19. And\jAMECK 
-nito him two wives, the name of one was 

* One weighty reafon for the creation of only one 
man and one woman at firft, may perhaps be gathered 
from A&s xvii. 26. where it is faid — He hath made of 
ONE BLOOD <7// nations of men^ for to dwell on all the face 
of the earth. Had more men and women than Adam 
and Eve been created at firft, this ftri6f affinity of rela- 
tionfhip by blood could not have exifted ; but this was 
wifely and gracioufly contrived, as a reafon for, and ce- 
ment of, brotherly love — as a means of hiding pride, 
and boafting of one above another, with refpe6l to their 
original pedigree ; fo that none, on this account, fliould 
defpife or fet at nought his brother. This thought is 
well expreffed in that well-known epitaph : 

Nobles and heralds, by your leave. 

Here lie the bones of Matthew Prior^ 

The foil of Adam and of Eve ^ — 

Let Bourbon or Nallau go higher ! 

Although, in this corrupt and mixed ftate of things, 
civil government is ncccflary, therefore outward diflinc- 
tions of men are neceflary ; for without thefe no civil 
polity could exi^”; yet, in that day.^ when governors 
and governed fhall appear before the Great Governor of 
alf they will be conftrained to fay, withpy^p/^/iA’x bre- 
thren, Gen. xlii. ii. we are all one man* s Jons — and 
then will know, however little attention they may give 
to it now, that God is no refpeBer of perfons. See 
A£ls X. 34. If thefe humbling confiderations were im- 
proved as they ought, they would furnifti us with mo- 
tives of humility, benevolence, brotherly-kindnefs, 
long-fuffcring, mercy, and charity to each other, be- 
yond all the arguments of the wifeft moralifts of Greece 
and Rome. Sec MaK ii. ic. 

3 Adah/ 
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Adah, the other Zillah. Here our com- 
mentators think they have found out the fin 
of polygamy — “ It was one of the degenerate 
** race of Cain,” faith one, “ that fiiil tranf- 
“ greffed the law of marriage, that two only 
fliould be one fleih.” Thefe are the words 
of one of the wifed and bed (Mr. Henry ' 
among our Knglifb commentators, and drve 
to lliew how far men will go to fupport a 
popular notion, or pre-conceived opinion, 
even to the ^ corrupting of the Bible. There 

are 

* See Henry on Gen. iv. ig. When I faw the word 
ONLY interpolated by Mr. Hcnry^ J really thought it a 
corruption worthy the church of Ronie, In this 1 find I 
was not millaken, for the council of Trent thus dogma- 
tizes — Adam did pronounce the bond of matrimony to 
be perpetual, and that only two perfons may he joined 
“ therein*., a thing more plainly declared by Christ.’^ 
See Brent* 784. — Now, here is an interpolation of the 
word ONLY, and a downright lye to julli fy it — for where 
does Christ more plainly declare.^ that only two perfons 
can be joined together in marriage } 

Mr. Henry goes on to tell us, that “ Hitherto one man 
had but^?;?^ wife Tit a time.” — (How did he know that ? 
See Le Clcrc on Gen. iv. 19. and Thclyph. vol. ii. 
p. 1 61. n.) — ‘‘ But Lamcch took tv/o — From the begin-- 
ning it was 'not jo ' — this he would prove from Mai. 
ii. 15. which is nothing to the purpofe. See above 
p’. 132^ — 13<^. He then falls into the ufual mifapplica- 
tion and pervcrfion of Matt. xix. 8. where the words 
in the beginning it was not so” — clearly and neceflarily 
refer to the preceding fcntence, which mentions nothing 
but plotting aiuay their wives." 

Mr. Henry cou^udes his annotation on Gen. iv. 19. 
with two praftical inferences : — “ i. That thofe who 
defert God’s church and commandments" (which faid 
commandments are, on this occafion, the entire forgery and 
invention of the cotnmentator) lay themfelves open to 
all manner of temptation. — 2. That when an ill cuf- 

“ tom 
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are no fuch v/ords as “ /'Wi? only" in the lavv 
of marriage referred to — Ic (lands, Gen. ii. 
24. thev (hall be one jiejh ■, and, as mentioned 
by Christ, Matt. xix. 5. oi Joe — fbty twain 
Jhall be one JieJh. So Mark x, 8. Had the 
words “ two only" been there, we ihould not 
heve red fo frequently afterwards of God’s 
couiiiCiiancing, or His faints pradtifing po- 
lygamy, any more than of His countenanc- 
ing, and their pradtifing adultery. I muft 
here take notice of the Evangelijl's intro- 
dudlion of the words 0/ Joo — they twain, 
or the twain — which certainly was not done 
as an addition to the original words, or as 
an interpolation, in order to introduce fome 
new doBrine, but merely as a fort of pa- 
raphrafe to explain their import, fenfe, 
and meaning — that a man and his wife, 
though before marriage they were two — that 
is, feparate, unconnedted, independent of each 
other, fo that they might or might not come 
together, yet afterwards they are no more 
two, feparate, unconnedled, independent per- 
fons, but as one flefi, iic (T0.py.x iiixv . — The 
words hi Jao — the tw^Jn — are not to be taken 
in their numerical * fenje, for if they be,» 

what 


tom is begun by ill men, fometimes men of letter cha- 
rasters arc, through umva' inefs^ drawn in to follow' 
them : yacob^ Dav’id^ an.i . mv others, who were 
otberwife good men^ were afterwa’^ds cnlnared in this 
fin,, which Lamech had begun — N. B. This is called 

an Expofition of the icri|^tu.cs ot the Old Teftainerit ! 

^ Non unitas ejjeniid^is^ ’cd unio feu conjunStio myfilca 
vel conjugalis deferibitur. — Nold, Part. £dit. Tymp. 

VoL. I. L 750s 
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^hat follows ver. that they are no more 

twain— wo\i\di not be true; for certainly 
a man and woman are as much numerically 
vTwo after marriage, as they are before it, and 
therefore cannot be numerically one, bu* 
the fame fenle in which they werp ^ 
of as two before, they now becom 
is to fay, in confideration of law. 

The marriage deftroys their unconnedled- 
nefs, diftindtnefs, and independency on each 
other, fo that in all legal confideration they 
.are no more twain, but one flefo. Therefore 
the confequence is* proved which our blelTed 
JLor d meant to prove— it could not be law- 
ful for a man ataeoVom—^to divorce his wife for 
ievery caufe, or for any caufe except one, which, 
X){ itfelf, divided their perfons again, and 
amounted to a total dixTolution of the mar- 
riage-bond : for to make a man live with an 
adultrefs, would be to make him father other 
people’s children, defeat his own rightful 
heirs, and introduce that confufion into his 
family, which it was one grand object of the 
feventh commandment to prevent. For want 
of confidering the words hi Suo — th^ twain, 
or ’the twain — in the legal fenfe above-men- 
tioned, our commentators have jingled them 
in their fancies, till they have blundered into 
their two only — two and no more : thus inter- 
polating and corrupting the words of the 
marriage-inftitution, as it Hands recorded 

750. “ Not an ejfential unity, but an uniin or conjunc- 

“ iron myjllcal or (gnju^ol defcribe 4 .” Matt. xix. 
S, 6. Mark x. 8. 

Gen, 
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Cen. li. 24. and what is .worfe ftill, making 
our hlefj'ed Saviour do the fame, by reprefen t- 
ing riim as ufing the words in their numeric 
cd fenfe. This damps untruth, nay, down- 
right nonfenfc on what He fays, ver. 6 j for 
it is not true that a man and his wife are no 
x'lore (numerically) two ; and to fay that per- 
fonb, vho are numerically two, are yet numeri- 
cally one, is downright nonfenfe. As the 
word twain is to be underflood in a legal 
fenfe, fo they Jhall be one jlejh, cannot be un- 
derftood in a literal fenfe, as if by a kind of 
matrimonial tranfubjlantiation they became 
literally one body (fee 1 Cor. vi. 16) j but 
that they are fo in a legal fenfe is very certain ; 
and therefore, as a man cannot feparate his 
bones from his flefo, nor his fiefo from his 
bones, without deilroying himfelf, fo neither 
can a man put away his wife unjuflly (who, 
in efliination of (Son’s law, is bone of his 
bone and fefo of his flefo) without offend- 
ing againll the holinefs, and deftroying the 
pofitive obligation of the marriage-inflitu- 
tion. 

Thofe, who by the legerdemain of this 
fame numerical interpretation of the wopd 
twain, added to the found of the fcfrmei*claufe 
of ver. 9. make Christ polygamy as 

adultery, reprefent Him as ufing the word 
— adultery — in an unauthorized uncon- 
formity to the Hebrew fcripture (as our Lord 
doubtlefs fpake in Hebrew) ; for no where is 
that word ufed, to denote a man who had 
one wife, taking another to her, and cohabiting 

L 2 w ith 
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both (which I take to be the true and 
genuine notion polygamy) ; nor is it ufed 
in a?ty other fcnfe, but to denote the defilement 
of a married woman. Our Saviour, who 
conftantly appealed to the Hebrew feriptu’' 
for W'hat he delivered to the people 
hardly be fuppofed to. have advanc'’ * 
trine fo unfupported by them ; and tr.-. 
an audience of thofe very Pharifees, v . vve 
are told, Luke xi. 54. were laying watt for 
him, feeking to catch fomething out of His mouth, 
that they might accufe Him. Again — by mak- 
ing Christ polygamy to be adultery, 

they charge Him with afferting a falfhood, 
both in point of law and faSi, by declaring all 
Inch after-taken women not to be the real 
wives of the men who took them i for if they 
were, adultery muft be out of the queftion. 
Let us examine this on ihe footing of ferip- 
ture. It is faid, i Sam. xxv. 42, 43, Abi- 
gail becatne DavidV wife, and David alfo 
took Ahinoam of Jezreel, and they were 
alfo both of them his wives. So witneffeth the 
Holy Ghofi, and this, though ver. 44. tells us, 
he had at that very time another wife living. 
"■By faying they were alfo both of them his wives 
(for that mud be the meaning of in this 
context) it is making each one fiefiawith him, 
fo that he could not divorce either ; and if 
either had gone to another man, Ihe would 
have been an adultrefs, and the man who took 
her would have been an adulterer. I fay this, 
taking it for granted that the Holy Ghofi 
would not have called them his wives, 
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in uxores. Mont. — un’efs they re- 
ally were fo. See alfo i Sam. xxvii. 3. 

Thus, on the authority cf the Hebrew ferip- 
ture, an after-taken woman is as much a 
.nan’s wife who takes her, as the firjl is-— ‘ 
therefore it is neither true in point of law or 
that a man haviny wife^ and taking 
anothet / committeth adultery ; for which rea- 
fon it is * impoffible Christ fliould ever fay 
fo, and thofe who make Him fay fo, wrell 

His words from their true meaning. But 

as this portion of feripture will neceffarily 
fall under farther conlideration hereafter, X 
will now return to the hiflory of Lamech. 

Whether he did right or wrong does not 
appear, for it is only laid — Lamech took birz 
two wives. His being “ of the degenerate 
“ race of Cain” made it not a jot the worj'e, 
or a tittle the better, any more than the fame 
thing done by Jacob made it either the one 
or the other, becaule he was “ of the blclTed 
race of Seth.” The inveiition of mnjic, 
which was afterwards made fuch confiderable 
life of in the teirple of God — of agriculture 
and the care of cattle — of working in brajs and 

It is very certain that the whole law df Mojes, even 
the ceremonial part of it, was at this time in all its force 
and obligation — therefore to reprefent Christ, iv'ho 
came to vindicate its honour, and enforce the refpccl due 
to it, as laying down a propofition in diredt contrariety 
to the whole tenor of the fewijh law, is to reprefent Him 
as uttering a downright fallhood, and this in the face, as 
it were, of the whole yevjtjh nation, which He fo con- 
llantly referred to the writings of Mefes, for the truth of 
what He faid. 
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iroUf were all found out by Lamech’s chil- 
dren j yet I cannot conceive that tliey are the 
lefs innocent in themfelves, or lefs ufeful to 
mankind, than if they had been found out ^ 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. We c". 
only fay of fuch obfervations on fn' 
that they arc very Ji//y ; but if the ’ 

God is to be corrupted, in order to 1* .a 
foundation for them, they are very w'ckcd. 
See Deut. iv. 2. xii. 32. I only mention Mr. 
Henry t but I might name others ; one who 
goes fo far in corrupting the text, that he re- 
prefents it as the command of God, that 
“ two, and no more, fliould be one JkJh, Gen. 
“ ii. 24.” The words fimply are Vm 

"irtN — Et erunt in carncm imam. Kxi eacvrui 
Cl ^''0 hi (r«,oax p./xv. Matt. xix. 5. Th hey twain 
fiall be one flejh. The words eacvTXi hi Ivo — 
th^ two Jhall be, &c. — relate to the man and 
his wife, mentioned in the fame verfe, and 
anfwer to the vm Gen. ii. 24. which fig- 
nifies they JJjall be — meaning the jy’ti and intt'K 
the man and his wife, Gen. ii. 24. So that 
though here be a fmall variation between 
they Jhall be, and they twain Jleall be, yet it is 
merely •oerbal in point of quotation ; the 
Jenfe is juft the fame, whether, fpeaking of a 
man and woman, we fay — th^, or — they 
twain : but adding the word only, or they two 
and no more, is a very material alteration, fo 
materia], as to alter the whole fenfe of the 
paflage, and to make tv cry poly gamiji that ever 
lived, an offender againft the original injiitu- 
tion of marriage. Rather than fail in this, 

even 



[ I5I ] 

even the learned Beza himfelf will conde- 
fcehd to talk nonfenfe. On i Cor. vi. i6. 
where the apq^le'chcs our Lord’s words— 
^wo JJiatl be one jlejh — “ this 6/ Joo,” fays he, 

“ is hot mentioned by Mofes, but is rightly 
** added, as well in this place as in Matt. 

** xix. 5. and Mark x. 8. becaufe there is 
“ c’llv mention made of a man and of one 
wifet but not of wives ; nor is it true that a 
“ polygamiji is one with each of his feveral 
“ wives, when he is rather divided into as 
“ many parts as he has wives’’ Though this 
learned man reprefents a polygatniji as ’Judges 
xix‘. 29. reprefents the Levite’s concubine^ 
whom he divided, together with her bones, into 
twelve parts, and fent her into all the coajis of 
Israel, yet the polygamijls which we read of 
in fcripture were as entire individuals, in a 
moral as well as a natural fenfe, as thofe who 
had but one wife ; otherwife each woman 
could not have called the man * her hujband, 

I Sam. i. 8, 22, 23. nor could each woman 
be called his wife, ver. 2. Now whatever 
parties, being united, in God’s account are 
■ sndn and wife, they are alfo •f* one flejh, there- 
fore 

* It is, in our law, commonly faid, that eachy««- 
tevant is feifed of the land, which he holdeth jointly, per 
my per tout — “ by the half, or by part, and by the 
“ whole.” '"''Et fte totum tenet, nihil tenet—icvX.—totnm 
“ conjunilim, (sf nihil feperatim, fnys Lord Coie ,” — “And 
“ thus he holdeth the whole, and holdeth nothing— that 
“ is to fay, the whole jointly, and nothing feparauiy” 
Coke Litt. 186. a. Litt. § 288. 

t This phrafe, according to the Hebrew, denotes all 
relationlhip, whether of affinity by marriage, as Gen. 

L 4 iU 
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fore it is truCi that a polygamijl is one with 
“ each 'I' of his feveral wives” — that is to 
fay, in the legal fenfe above-mentioned ; nor 
can all the reafonings of men prove them 
otherwife, ’till they can prove themfeh 
wifer than He is who declares them to ’ 

And I do verily believe, that if a man ’ 

4 uced any wife of a polygamijl, and hall . 
arraigned before the judges of Ifrael on th.u 
ilatute, Deut. xxii. 22. he muft, as well as 
the wo?nan, have been condemned to die, not- 
withftanding what Beza has faid, or what all 
the reafoners in the world could have faid on 
the fubjedl of polygamy, in arrcjl of judg- 
ment. 

But there is a text in the Old Teflament, 
which is looked upon by fome to be a dire<!it 
forbiddance of polygamy ; for it hands in the 
margin of our Bibies— JJmlt not take one 
‘wife to another. If this be right rendering 
of the Hebrew, then the faints of old time 

li. 24 or ccnfanguhniy. See Gen. xxix. 14. Judges ix. 2. 
2 Sum. V. I. I Chron. xi. i. 2 Sam. xix. 12, 13. So 
that the conjuration of Bczciy and other commentators, 
who have found out th.’t a man can only be one ficj}) v/itli 
vve wQ 7 nan^ may alfo find out that but oneoi his relations 
can be ijf his^ibone and of his ficjl:),, or be called fo with any 
propriety. In Lev. xviii. 6. 2 . 7 nan s near of kin is in the 
Hebrew — remainder of his flejh, Eng. Marg. 

—every near relation being, as it were, a remnant^ or re- 
mainder of the fame flefli and blood of which we our- 
lld ves confift. 

t Even as Christ, the hujband of ihe church (comp. 
If. liv. 5. with 2 Cor. xi. 2.) is as really one with every 
feveral believer, as with the whole church colleftivcly ; 
or as the head is one with each and all the members of the 
Ibpdy. See poft. 


finned 
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finned a^r'^infl: light, knowledge, and /< 2 W* with 
a wilt. CIS ! Bui it is iranfl itcd in the text — 
Ik cither Jhalt thou t.die a wife to her JiJier, to 
•vex her, in her lije-tme. Lev. xviii. 1 8 ; Firfi, 

1 would obferve, that the marginal reading — 
one wife to aiiother" — difunites entirely the 
I'^jth verle from the preceding context to 
which it belongs ; this only treats of mar- 
riages which are unlawful with refpedt to afi- 
nity and confanguinity . The brother s wife 

had there been fpoken of, ver. i6 ; here, 
moft naturally, as a necefiary part of the pro- 
hibition of incejl, the wife's ffer. Secondly, 
This rendering of the text is agreeable to 
the grammatical fenfc of the Hebrew, which 
the other is not. This is demonflrably 

* Ipfos quoque "judecos hanc legem de polygamia baud 
accepifle, perpotua confuetudo plures fibi r hac gentc 
jungentium uxores oftendit. Non autem videntur tanto 
inipctu per vetitum nefas ruiffe, prrtripue legis divijue cae- 
tera li:udioriilinji, fi expreflb hi'TLiinodi mandate hac de 
re cauturn fuifllt. Tympuis in Nold. p. 30, note r. 

That the "Jcwi themfclves did not underftand this 
“ law as concerning polygamy^ their conftant practice of 
marrying a plurality of wives demonflrates ; for it is 
not probable that they fhould have ruflied with fuch 
violence into prohibited wickednefs, efpecially thcjfe 
who were moft obfervant of the divine l»w in ?lll other 
refpecls, if cautioned againft it by fo exprefs a corp- 
‘‘ mandment.” 

This is certainly very improbable^ yet not fo tmprobablej 
as that, if polygamy be againlt the original inftitution of 
marriage, and, as fuch, h. rc forbidden by pojitive law^ 
God fhould no where appear to difapprove it, or enaft 
any judicial law againft it, on the fide of the man, as on 
the iide of the woman. See Lev. xx, 10. where the wife 
who is defiled, and the man who defiles her, are con- 
demned to capital punijhment* * 

fliewn 
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Qi^wp. in Tympius's note on Lev. xviii. 18. in 
Noldtus, Heb. Part, ntit}? p. '^o. But as I 
Jpnd tbe meaning of this important pafTage 
^tter explained by the learned Bt/hop Patrick 
on the place, than 1 can ex|)refs it in any 
oi^s of my own, 1 will tranlcribe the Bi- 
Jf^op’s note as it ftands : 

** There are a great many eminent writers, 
who, following our marginal tranflation 
(one •wife to another) imagine ' that here 
** plurality of wives is exprefsly forbidden by 
God, and they think there is an example 
*“ to judify this tranflation, 'Exod. xxvi. 3. 
** where Mojes is commanded to take care 
that the five curtains oi the tabernacle were 
coupled together, one to its fiifier, as the 
** Hebrew phrafe is, meaning one to another } 
“ which, if it were true, would folve feveral 
difficulties .* but there ate fuch reafons 
againfl: it, as that I cannot think it to be 
the meaning. For as more wives than one 
were indulged before the law, fo they were 
(fter. And Mofes himfelf fuppofes as 
** much, when he provides, a man ffiould not 
prefer a child he had by a beloved •wife, be- 
V fore one he had by her whom he hated, if 
** he was 'the eldefi Jon-, which plainly inti- 
mates an allowance in his law of more wives 
** than one.' 

Here, by the good and learned Bijloop’s 
leave, I would obferve that he expreffes him- 
felf rather inaccurately ; for by faying— 
** Moses himfelf fuppofes as much,” and by 
calling the law he is mentioning, his 
10 “ (Moses’s) 
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“ (Moses’s) law,”-— it looks fts if Moses wa» 
fpeaking by bis own wifdom, apd .eftabli&ing 
Ibme law merely on his <mn ajuthority j 
whereas Moses, under the immediate infpi- 
ration of the Ghoji (I^utnb. xi. 17, 25. 
and 2 Pet. i. 21.) is the mouth of God Him- 
felf to the people j to whom He fays, Deut. 
iv. 5. Behold, I hanje taught you jiaputes and 
judgments, even as the Loed ccmmanded me, 
that ye JJxnild do fo in the land vohither ye 
go to poj/dfs it. I'he only inuftance in which 
Moses adled by his own authority, was in the 
matter of divorces. When our Saviour is 
mentioning this, Matth. xix. he does not fay 
— God fleered, but~MosES, hecaufe of the 
hardnefs of your hearts, fuff ered you to put a%vay 
your wives j but from the beginning it was not 
fo i plainly intimating that fuch divorce was 
not of God’s ordaining, but merely of Mo- 
ses’s permijjion, as an expedient to obviate 
the mifehiefs of his enforcing the letter of 
the law in every inftance, by compelling them 
to retain their wives thus fubjedling them 
to their ill treatment and brutality, even to 
the beating and perhaps killing them. So 
that, in this toleration of divorce for, 9r upon 
account of, the hardnefs ff 4 heir hearts, Moses 
might fay as Paul, i Cor. vii. 12. Tlo fueh 
fpeak /, NOT the Lord — but as to other things, 
NOT I, but the Lord, ver. lo.— The Bjjhop 
proceeds — “ And fo we find exprefsly their 
“ kings might have, though not a multitude, 
“ Dirut. xvii. 17 j and their befl king, who 
** red God’s law day and night, and could 

** not 
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** not but underftand it, took many wives 
“ without any reproof; nay, God gave him 
“ more than he had before, by delivering his 
“ (late) mailer’s wives to him, 2 Sam. xii. 8. 
** And belides all this, Moses, fpeaking all 
“ along in this chapter of confaiiguinity and 
“ (Sanity., it is reafonable, as Schindlerus ob- 
** ferves, to conclude he doth fo here, no't of 
“ one woman to another y but of one * JiJier to 
another. There being alfo the like reafon 
“ to underftand the word Jijier properly in 
this place, as the words daughter or mother 
“ in others, ver. 17, and chap. xx. 14. 
“ where he forbids a man to take a woman 
and her mother, or a woman and her daugh- 
ter, as T’heodoric Hackfpan fufficiently notes. 
“ The meaning therefore is, that though 
two wives at a time, or more, were permitted 
** in thofe days, no man Ihould take two 
JiJlers (as Jacob formerly did, before there 
was any pofitive law againft it) begotten of 
“ the fame father, or born of xh& fame mother, 
“ whether legitimately or illegitimately, 
(which, though it may feem prohibited 
** before, becaufe the marriage of a brother s 
“ wifo is forbidden) yet it is here diredlly 
“ prohibited, as olher marriages are which 
were implicitly forbidden before ; for 
'* ver. 7. the marriage of a fon with his mo- 
“ ther is forbidden, and ver. 10. the marri- 
age of z. father with his daughter." 

* It is to be obferved that is ufed four times in 

Other parts of the chapter, and necelfarily fignifics, as our 
‘tranflators have rendered it — a fiftcr. So Lev. xx, 
17,19, 


Tq 
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To the above remarks of the learned and 
judicious BiJ]:op Patrick, I will venture to add 
a conjedrure of my own, th.: folidity of which 
muft be fubmitted to the reader s. determi- 
nation. It is very certain that at ver. i6. the 
marriage of a brother s wife is forbidden, and 
ns the wife's Jifter is thereby virtually or im- 
plicitly forbidden to marry the JiJiefs hnjband, 
it might be fuppofed that there v/as little oc- 
calion to mention the wife's fijier in dired: 
terms afterwards, ver. i8. But the neceffity 
of this is apparent, when we recoiled: the 
precedent of Jacob, which the fjews would 
probably have urged againft an interpretative 
prohibition of fuch a thing, at ver. i6. It 
was certainly no jin in Jacob, becaufe there 
was no law againil it j but after this pofitivc 
law, it could not be done without Jin, iar—Jin 
is the trarjfrjfoi'i of the laW‘ 

As thci ^ was but one man and woman 
at frft, the peopling of the Vvorld muft have 
been carried on between much nearer rela- 
tions, and therefore there could be no law to 
forbid marriages of this fort. So after the 
flood, when but eight perjons, and thofe all of 
one ftmily, were left of mankinit, we finii, 
for many ages, no laws enaded a^ainlt mar- 
ryiiig within thofe degrees of relationlhip, 
which were afterwards exprefsly prohibited. 
But when the * reajon ceafed, the thing itfclf 

was 

* After the ’Exodus, the Ifraelites were reftrained from 
marrying within certain degrees of confanguinity, which 
had been, till then, permitted, to prevent their 'taking 

wive* 
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was to ceafe, as denioftiOtrabiy appears by God’s 
cha'dimg tht pofitive laws againft marrying 
within <!:6rtain degrees of cor^nguinity and 
affinity j fubjeft neverthelefs, like all other of 
His general laws, to fuch exceptions, re- 
iftraints, or qualifications, as He in his in- 
finite wiidom fliould fee expedient. Some of 
them carry their own reafons with them, 
others do not, but doubtlefs all equally wife, 
tts equally the difpenfations of Omnifcience. 

By the way, I cannbt help obferving it as 
*a very extraordinary thing, that the Cbrijiian 
churches fhould adopt one part of the law 
refpe<fl:ing marriages, and pay no regard to the 
reft of it. They have made the eighteenth 
chapter of Leviticus, from ver. 6 to ver i8, 
inclufive, a part of our religion \ fo Exod. 
XX. 14. and fome other pallages of the law. 
But why this, and not the reft of the whole 
law of God, where marriage, as His ordinance 
relating to all mankind, is concerned ? Is not 
•this proceeding of Chrijiian churchmen, like 
that of the yewijh, Mai. ii. 9. where God 
complains— have not kept my ways, hut 
"have been partial in the law ? The man who 

Wivps from among the idolatrous nations with whom they 
'laved. 

This was the reafon which Abraham gave, for chufing 
a wife for Ifaac from his own kindred, Geu. xxiv. 3, & 
feq. and his defeendents for following his example, Gen. 
XXviii. I, & alib. but which was now entirely ceafed, by 
their being fo multiplied ; fo that they could eallly find 
wives, without being neceffitated to marry tljeir near rela- 
tions, or to confraid marriages with the heathen. See 
, jAint. Uqiv. Hill. vol. Ui. p. 146. 

renders 
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renders a folid reafon for adopting t^o^, snc. 
to ver. 17, inclufive, and Lev. jfviii. ixoni 
ver. 6 to ver. 1 8, inclufive, as well as many 
other parts of that chapter, and at the fame 
time rejedling Exod. xxii. 16. and Deut. xxii. 
a8, 29, as touching the moral intendment 
them, will perform a very difficult talk, un- 
lefs he can provip that marrying a wife's Jijlert 
for inftance, is a greater crime, and of more 
evil tendency to mankind, as well as more 
inimical to the interefts of civil fociety, 
than enticing a virgin- — debauching her — and 
then * abandoning her to infamy and projiitu^ 
tiition ; or, that though this was a Jin in the 
days of Mofes, yet it is no Jin now, and there- 
fore the pofitive commandments which God 
enaded to prevent it, are no longer to he 
confidered of any force or obligation. 

It is true, that we do not keep precifely the 
•f- feventb dtiy, as the Chrijiian Sabbath, lookir^ 

upon 


^ This is what the Jews do not fuffer to he done to 
this hour — if a Jingle man debauches a virgin, he is 
obliged to marry her — if a married man does fo, he isr 
obliged to maintain her as long as he lives. This in coim- ^ 
tries where polygamy is not allowed^ in otfeers, where it is 
allowed, he mult marry her. Surely, in this refpedl, they 
may rife in judgment againjl this generation^ and condUmn 
it, 

t I have lately feen a MS. of that laborious calculator 
and chronologift, Jl^r. Kennedy^ in which he would prove^ 
that what wc call Sunday^ is the true original Sahhdthm 
This is very clear, that the week was divided into feven^ 
days^ fo early as at the creation of the world (fee Gen. i.) ; 
that each day is diftinguifhed by the works which God 
wrought therein ; that the day on which God is faid to 
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upon the fourth commandment, in that re- 
ipedt, as ceremonial, typical, or prefigurative 
of fomething elfe (whether rightly or no does 
not come within my prefent defign to con- 
sider) j but as to the moral part, which fane - 
tifies a given portion of our time for the pub- 
lic worlhip of Him to whom we Hand in- 
debted for all, we very rightly look upon this 
as the bounden duty and fervice of Cbrijlians, 
as well as Jews, till time fhall be no more. 
So with regard to the fum oi fifty Jhekels, 
or the dower according to the dowry of vir~ 
gins, (fee Exod. xxii. i6. Dent. xxii. 29.) 
this may be fet down among the cere- 
monial or temporary obfcrvances of what 
may be called, to this purpofe, the JewiJh 
law. But with refped: to the moral intend- 
ment of thofe laws in Exodus and Deutero- 
nomy, which was to eftablifh, ratify, and con- 
firm the marriage- ordinance in the fullnefs of 
its obligation — they Jloall be one fiejlo — to pre- 
vent men from abandoning women to whore- 
dom and proftilution, and all the bitter con- 
fequences of fedubtion and derelidlion, thofe 
laws ought to be as binding on the confei- 
ences of mankind, as the morality oi the fourth 

reft from all His ivork that He had made,, is called the 
f event!) day^ which he hallowed and fanSiified on that ac- 
count, that th-^ fourth commandment recites all this, as 
the reafon for its being kept holy \ that the Jews have 
at all times obferv' d our Saturday as the feventh day or 
Sabbath j that its Greek name XdCCctJov^ and its Latin 
name Dies Sabbathi^ always denoted xh^jcwijh Sabbath ; 
and that the day we zA\ Sunday, is in the New Tefta- 
ment called Miet 'S,otC^cilcjy^ the frji day of the week — ergo, 

' it cannot be the feventh, 

3 
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commandment, or of any other law of God 
whatfoever. To thefe purpotes they are as 
much rnoraJ laws as any oi the ten comma7id-‘ 
ments. Jf this be not the cafe, why do we 
wafte the time of public worihip in caufing 
thefe chapters to be red over to the people r 
Deut. xxii. is our firfl: lelTon for the evening- 
fervice every 4 th of March ; as is Exod. xxii. 
for every 8 th of February in the morning. 
But it would be very ftrange if the mlnijier 
was to preface with — “ Good people, ye are 
“ alTembled here to hear the word of God ; 
“ but ye are not to mind what ye hear, be- 
“ caufe the proteftion of females from the 
“ lull, villainy* treachery, and cruelty of 
“ men, is no longer an obje 6 l of the 
“ laws which I am going to read to you. 
“ They bound the y enas, but we Chrijiians 
“ have nothing to do with them/' Dread- 
ful as fuch language would be to hear, it fays 
no more, than every man does, who con- 
tends for the obfoletenefs and abolition of 
thefe wife, holy, and falutary provilions for 
female fecurity. 

With refpeft to the New T^ftament, the 
fubjedl of polygamy, limply confidered, is 
not fo much as mentioned, either as good or 
bad. The more I have fearched, the more 
I am convinced that it is not to be found, 
unlefs incidentally in the -epiftles to 'Timothy 
and 'Titus, and there only hinted at as the 
poffible fituation of certain people. Nor is 
there the leaft occafion it Ihould be men- 
tioned, as it was: amply explained and deter- 

VoL. I. M minately 
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ininately fettled in the law which was given 
by Mofes (fee John i. 17.) j where we do not 
find it faid, that one law was given by Mofes, 
and another law by fefus CLrif ; but 'O vaisos, 
THE LAW — which, in the connedlion it 
ftands, muft fignify the whole law — all the 
law which God ever ordained or revealed to 
mortals — was given by Moses ; Grace — to 
pardon the tranfgreifions of that law j 'Truth 
— to fulfil and anfwer every demand of its 
moral requirements, as well as every ceremo- 
nial prefiguration — came by Jesus Christ. 
Heb. ix. 15. Col. ii. 17. So that Christ 
is the end c/' the law for right eonfnefs ta 
every one that believeth. Rom. x. 4. 

However, as it is almoft univerfally taken 
for granted, that “ though polygamy might 
“ be allowed under the Old Teftament, yet 
“ it is forbidden under the New Tefta- 
“ ment and as this opinion is as preva- 
lent as that of tranfubjlantiaiion, and the wor- 
fliip of the Virgin Mary, are in the church 
of Rome, and for centuries were in the church 
of Rngland, let us proceed farther to exa- 
mine the foundation upon which it ftands. 

In the firft place, I cannot find, or even 
conceive, an inftance in which the writings 
of the apofles of Christ contraditft thofeof 
Moses and the prophets. If there could 
be fuch a thing, both muft be rendered ffpi^ 
cions — one muft be falfe — both fides of a 
contradidlion cannot be true. The edverfa- 
ries of revelation have ' long tried, as they 
have earneftly wiflied, to find fuch a thing,. 

3 but 
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but in vain ! God forbid that its friends 
fhould even imagine it poffible ! If it be 
true, that the fcriptures of the Old Tef|:a- 
ment are able to make us. veife unto falvation 
2 Tim. iii. 15. it mull be becaufe they con- 
tain the law and the gofpcl •, for no man can 
be wife unto falvation without the knowledge 
of thefe. They certainly contain both — the 
gofpel was preached mito Abraham, Gal. iii. 
8 j to the Israelites under the Old Tef- 
tament, as well as to us under the New Tef- 
tament. Heb. iv. 2. We have the fame fpi- 
rit of faith, 2 Cor. iv. 13. and doubtlefs the 
fime ohjccl of faith, r Cor. x. 4. Numb. xxi. 
9. with fohn iii. 14, 15. Wherefore it is 
not to be conceived, that Gon iiiould leave 
the heirs of falvation in a ilatc of ignorance 
touching the original inditution of marriage, 
or of the meaning of thob' poftivc laws which 
were to enforce it (and this after the giving 
of the law for 1500 years together) any more 
under the Old Teitamcnt than under the 
New Tcftament. It rnrdi be as neceffary for 
a few, in order to he wife unto falvation, to 
know God’s mind and will on thefe intereft- 
ing and important fubjecls, as for a Chrifian^ 
Each muft be judged by the fame law — -each- 
faved, though under different diipcnfations 
of it, by the fame gofpel. 

* The Apoftle ndds — S'ta. wiriw# \v Xpir^ Inrau 
.—through faith which is in Christ Jesus, /. e. believing 
Him to be the Messiah. For v/^t of believing which, 
the apoftate 'Jews were not m^^ wife unto falvation by 
the fcriptures of the Old TeHament. 

Ml'' As 
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As little probable is it, that He fliould al- 
low His own beloved children to fly in the 
face of His authority, and live in the breach 
of His pojithe law, for fo long a period, 
without the leaft check or reproof, when 
part of His gracious covenant runs in thefe 
words, Pf. Ixxxix. 30. If his children forjake 
my LAW, and walk not in my judgments ; 
if they break my statutes, and keep 7 iot my 
COMMANDMENTS ; then wUl I vifit their of- 
fences with the rod, and their Jin with fcourges. 
There are inftances enough of this for other 
things — witnefs David’s broken bones, Pf. li. 
8. for his adultery with Bathsheba, and 
murder of Uriah. But where is there one 
inftance of it for polygamy ? Wherein did 
God ever punilh it David died as really 
a Chriftian belienjer as St. Paul did; witnefs 
his laji words, 2 Sam. xxiii. 3 ; and yet, 
amidft all the explicit confeflions he made 
in the moft folemn hours of his repentance, 
he does not once * bewail the polygatny he 
lived ill; nay, almoft the lafl; a&. of his life 
was an ad; of polygamy, in taking Abishag 


- ♦ Which is very extraordinary, and indeed unaccount-^ 
ahle^ if to have more than one wife at a time be a mortal * 
The cliarafter alfo which we have of Davidy 
I Kings XV. 5. has, upon this principle, a degree of ob-- 
feunty^ jNhich muft render it wholly unintelligible — for 
how can it be faid of a man, who lived and died in an 
open, avowed, wilful, and continued courfe of delibe- 
rate iniquity, that he did that which was right in the eyes 
of the Lord, and turned not a fide from any thing that He 
co?nmanded him all the days of his life^ fave ONLY in the 
matter of Uriah the Hittite i 

the 
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the Shunamite to lie in his bofoniy his wife 
Bathsheb A being then living. For though 
it be faid, i Kings i. 4. that he knew her not ; 
yet it plainly appears, by what Solomon' 
faid, 1 Kings ii. 22, 23. that the was fo he- 
trothed or efpoufed to David, as to be looked 
upon as his wife Accordingly the be- 
longc d to the crown ; was to be at the difpo- 
fal of tho juccf for and therefore Adonij ah, 
who was elder than Solomon, by afking for 
Abis HAG, the late king’s widow, to wife, is 
treated as having a treafonahle delign agiinft 
the crown itfelf, and is put to death as a 
traitor. 

Is it then conceivable that polygamy, al- 
lowed of God uninterruptedly through fo 
many ages and generations with impunity 
and even approbation, fhould all of a fud- 
den ftart up into a mortal fn, by the feventh 
commandment’s receiving a confti udtion 
which it never before had — which was ne- 
ver before given to the words in which it 
was conceived ? How could our lives and 
properties be fecure, if time could alter the 
meaning of our penal ftatutes ? — who will 
draw the line, and fay how much or how 
little time is neceffary to elfedt thfs ? *But if 
fuch can be the cafe with the moral law of 
God, then was the Pfalmijl miftaken in call- 
ing it perfeSl (Pf. xix. 7.) for it is changeable. 

* Comp. Deut. xxii. 23, 24. where a betrothed vir- 
gin is called the man^s wtfey fo as to make it adultery to 
defile her* 

M 3 Then 
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Then is it lefs to be depended on than the 
laws of the Medes and Perjians. EJih. i. 19. 
—lefs facred than the decree of an earthly 
monarch. EJlh. viii. 8. Dan. vi. 15. If this 
be the cafe, what man can have any fecurity 
for his peace ? — In order therefore to avoid 
fomething worfe than abfurdity, wemuft con- 
clude, that the original injlitution of marriage ^ 
and the feventh commandment of the deca- 
logue, mean neither more nor lefs, where 
Chrijiiaus are concerned, than where the 
yews were — or, in other words, they mean 
precifely one and the fai 7 ie thing under the 
New Teftament as under the Old Teftament. 

By taking texts here and there in the New 
Teftament, and detaching them from their 
reference to and connection with the Old 
Teftament, many hereftes have arifen ; as 
Arianifm, SQcimanifm,'iXidi perhaps moft others, 
ITe do err, not knowing the feriptures. So 
with regard to marriage — becaufe Christ 
faid — Some make themfelves eunuchs for the 
kingdom of heaven s fake : he that is able to re- 
ceive it, let him receive it (Matt. xix. 12.) ; 
and St. Paul, i Cor. vii. i. and in other 
parts of that chapter, fpeaks in favour of a 
f ngle life,' w\ih. refpedt to the then difreffed 
ftate of the church (ver. 26) there were mul- 
titudes of people, in the early * ages of Chrif- 

tianity, 

* ‘‘ There arofe in the church from antient times, fecSs 
of heretics, who condemned wine, and the ufe of ani- 
mal food, and marriage-, and not only heretics, but 
the orthodox alfo, ran into extravagant notions of the 

“ fame 
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tianity, who took thefe things in a wrong 
fenfe, and found out that “ marriage was a 
“ carnal thing, and forbidden by the Ne^v 
“ Teftament, as unbecoming the purity of 
“ that difpenfation little renewing;, that 
the command of mcrcafe and multiply , and the 
inftitution vi marriage as the means thereof, 
were the difpenfations of God Himlclf to 
our firji parents when they were in a flate of 
perfed; innocence, and therefore could not 
be incompatible therewith. 

That venerable man Johnldrapp, on i Cor. 
vii. 8. fays — “ The blemiih will never be 
“ wiped off fome of the antient * fathersy 
“ who, to eftablifh their own idol of 1 know 
“ not what virginity, which they themfelves 
“ had no*", have written moft wickedly and 
** bafely of marriage.” To fay truth, I can- 
not conceive any man’s confcience to be more 
taken captive by the devil [2 Tim. ii. 26) than 


fame kind, crying up celibacy and a foUtary life be- 
yond meafure, together with rigid and unconimanded 
aufterities and macerations of the body. (Jo^tiriy 
Rem. vol. i. 278.) — therefore, as we may con- 
je6lure, was prefent at a marriage-fecifl ^ and honoured 
it with the miracle of turning water into wine^^ that«it 
“ fliould ftand in the gofpel as a confutation of thefe 
foolifti errors, and a warning to thofe who had ears to 
hear., not to be deluded by fuch fanatics, Bt. Johuy 
who records this miracle, lived to fee thefe falfe doc- 
trines adopted and propagated.’’ Ib. 

* feroniy Ambroje^ and other fathers^ have de- 
claimed againft matrimony, and recommended monk- 
ifh abftinence almoft as much as Manes y and have 
employed almoft as infignificant arguments.” Id. 
vol. ii. p. 69. ^ 

M 4 his 
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his is, who is brought under a perfuafion 
that celibacy is more pure and holy, and, as 
fuch, more acceptable to God than marriage. 
Such a one, who, under this perfuafion, ab- 
ftains from marriage, lives in perpetual * op- 
pofition to that command which was given 
with a blejjing from God — increafe and mul- 
tiply, and replenifi the earth, &c. This was 
at the original creation of male and female 
upon earth. Gen. i. ij, 28. And again, at 
the renewal of the earth after the deluge, this 
commandment ftands, Gen. ix. i, 7. repeated 
twice. Now can an oppofition to fo pofitive, 
fo exprefs, fo reiterated an ordinance of .Hea- 
ven, be reckoned a conftituent part of righ- 
teoufnejs and true hoUnefs f What is this, 
but to fly in the face of the divine wifdom and 
goodncfs, and to efteem ourfelves wifer and 
holier than the Lord of all ? So thofe who 

* Dr. Alexander Hi ft. Worn. vol. ii. p. 269. intro- 
duces what he there fays on the fubject of emafculatlon 
on a religious account, with this pertinent and fenfiblc 
obfervation : 

The two fcxes were evidently intended for each 
other, and increafe and multiply was the firfl: great 
command given them by the Author of Nature. But 
fuppofe no fuch command had been given, how it firft: 
entered intt; the mind of man, that the propagation 
or continuation of the fpecies was criminal in the 
eye of Heaven, is not cafy to conceive. Ridiculous, 
however, as this notion may appear, it is one of thofe 
which early infinuatcd itfelf amongft: mankind, and 
plainly demonftrated, that reafoning beings are moft 
apt to deviate f^om flaiure ; and not only to difobey 
“ her plaincft diftates, but, on pretence of pleafmg the 
Author of Nature, to render thcmfelves for ever in-- 
‘‘ capable of obeying them.” 

prefer 
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prefer a life folitude to matrimonial con- 
nexion, as holier and better, how much holier 
and better do they make themfelves than 
Him who faid — It is not good for man to be 
alone? It is remarkable that the reiterated 
command for the propagation of the fpecies 
Hands, Gen. ix 7. in direX connexion, 
as it were, and immediately following af- 
ter the pofitive law againlt murder : as pri- 
vation of life is an olfence againft this, 
prevention of life is fomething very like 
it, and therefore fitly placed near it in the 
facred code. 

Some of the fathers were wild enough to 
fiiy — hoc didlum, ratione multitudinis liberorum, 
pertinere ad temper a ante Christum, jion ad 
nos qui alio vivimus cevo — mtindum jatn non de- 
fiderare illud crescite et multipli- 
CAMiNi. “ This command, by reafon 
of multiplying children, belonged to 
the times before Christ, not to us, who 
“ live in another age — the world does not 
“ now want that fame — Be fruitful, andniul- 
“ tiply” Such were the dclufions oi Jerom 
— Tertullian — Chryfojiom — Cyprian-^Oecume- 
nius, &c. Bernard, in Cant. Serm. 59. thus 
glofles on the words — T^he voice of the* turtle 
is heard, &c. ; which he fays is “ the preach- 
“ ing of continence, refpeXing thofe who caf- 
“ trate themfelves for the kingdom of hea- 
“ ven. At the beginning., thzt voice was not 
heard, but rather increajt and multiply ; for 
“ barrennefs was fubjeX to a curfe ; poly- 

gamy ^ 
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“ gamy was ■* allowed,” &c. His words are 
— “ Vox turturis audita ejl, quae eft predicatio 
** continentia;, eos, qui fe cajlrant propter 
regnum ccElorum, fpecftans j cum ab initio 
“ vox ifta non fit audita, fed magis — crefcite 
& muJtipUcaminiy fterilitas etiam maledic- 
“ tioni fui t fubjefta, polygamia concelfa,” &c. ; 
but all this is now at an end, “ quia liodie, 
repleto mundo, non tarn fit necelTaria 
** quam olim” — “ becaufe now, the world 
being filled (with people) it is -f- not fo ne- 

* This fame 5 /. Bernard^ abbot of Clairval^ from 
whom the Cijfertian monks derived the name of Bernar- 
dins^ was one of the moft eminent among the Latin wri- 
ters of the 1 2th century. He was a man of genius, 
tafte, and judgment, in fome refpefts, in others weak 
and fuperftitious. See Mofli. vol. i. 591. A pretty clear 
proof of the latter part of his charadter lies before us. 
His confining the command — Be fruitful and multiply — 
io the days of the OldTeJlament^ is certainly a mafter-lfrokc 
of folly and weaknefs — however, his acknowledgment of 
the allowance polygamy as a concomitant of that com- 
mand, is much more fcriptural and confiftent, than the 
comments of fome more modern cxpofitors (or rather ex- 
pofersj of the feriptures, who contend for the obligation 
and permanency of the command itfelf, but deny th^ 
permanency and obligation of thofe laws which the di- 
vine wifdom enacted for its regulation. 

t De liberis ferendis non ita folliciti erant Chrijiiani^ 
ut ob id folum ducendae uxoris necefiitatem fibi impone- 
rent ; ideo quod finem feculorum de proximo inftare fuf- 
picarentur. ‘‘tertulL de Monogamia, Crefcite ^ redundate 
evacuavit extremitas temporum. See Pole Synop. in i Cor. 
vii. I . The Chrijiians were not fo folicitous concern- 
ing the propagating children, as if, on that account 
“ alone, they were to lay a ncceflity on themfelves to 
‘‘ marry, becaufe they might fufpedl: the end of the 
“ world was very near. TertulL de Monogamia. The 
‘‘ (fuppofed approaching) end of the times vacated tho 
command oi^tncrcafe and multiplyd^ See Pole Syn, 
I, Cor. vii. I. 

“ ceflary 
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** ceffary as formerly.” If the reader has a 
mind to fee how far folly and enthuliafm 
can carry people on thefe fuhjedls, let 
him read ‘Tertulliafi s epillics to ILuJlachius-— 
to Gerontius — and againil Hehetius •, Tertul- 
Ucui Oil Chaflity ; Chryjojlom on Virginity j 
Cyprian on the discipline of Virgins ; and 
Oeciarcnms on i Cor. vii. — then he will be- 
gin to iind out how marriage itself was 
vilified, and of co -rfe wln.t gave rife to the 
condemnation of jccond niarr'.;ges of all forts, 
therefore o'l polygamy, in the Cbrijiian churchy 
till the church oi Rome had the impudence to 
anathematize the man vvho fiiould fay, that 
“ it was not forbidden by the law 0/ God,” (fee 
Brent. Coun. Trent, p. 784) “juft as they 
“ did thofe who fliould allirm, that for a 
prie/l to marry was allowed by the law of 
God.” Ibid. 

The confequences of all this unnatural 
plan of celibacy are too many to enumerate, 
too * horrible to particularize. It fared with 

numbers 

* It is an obfervation of the excellent authors of the 
Hiftory of Popery, vol. i. p. 359. that “ the firft law 
“ againlt a certain unnatural vice in England was by An^ 

“ fclm Archbiihopof Canterbury, in the days of William 
“ Rufus-, which faid feems not to have been heard 
“ of here till were foibidden marriage. However, 

“ they treated it very gently, leaving it Icfs penal in a 

“ prie/l, than to enjoy his lawful wife. Secular men, 

“ guilty of this crime, were to be abfolved only by the 
“ hijhop j but the monks and priejls, it feems, might ci- 
“ villy abfolve each other. Yet even this canon, fuch as 
“ it is, was foon after recalled, and never piiblilhed.’* 
Bernard, Cent. 12th, faid, thatfm was frequent d.mong 

the • 
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numbers of the Chrijlians, who did not like 
to retain the divine command in their practice, 
as it did with the heathens, who did not like 
to retain God in their knowledge — God gave 
them up to uncleannefs, to dijhonour their own 
bodies between themjelves : who changed the 
truth of God into a lye, &c. For this caufe 
God gave them up * to vile off eSi ions, &c. 
See Rom. i. 24 — 28. When we endeavour 
to flop the courfe of a river by laying a dam 
acrofs the ftream, the efFed: muft be, that it 
will either make its way, bearing down all 
before it, or it will make a paffage over its 
banks, and overflow and deftroy the country. 
Such is the effed of endeavouring to flop the 
natural courfe of thofe dclircs which the 
Creator hath implanted in us for the purpofe 
of carrying His primary command into execu- 
tion. T hey will bear down all before them, 
or be turned out of their courfe; and then 
follows what the hiftory of the Popijh celi- 
bacy abundantly acquaints us with. As this 
is a fubjed too indelicate to dwell upon, 1 
will only refer the reader to thofe books 
which treat thereof; fuch as Fox’s Martyro'^ 


the bijhops m his time, and that this, with many other 
abominations, was the eft'eft of prohibiting marriage. 
Burnet Hifi. of Reform. \o\. ii. p. 91, 3d edit. 

* A thoufand inftances of which might be given — fed 
ab uno difee omnes — Pope Sixtus V. on the petition of Pe- 
ter Ricu, cardinal and patriarch of Conjiantinoplc, of Je- 
ronymo his own brother, and the cardinal of St. Luce, 
permitted “ unto them and every of fodomy, with 

“ this claufe — fiat UT petitur — Let it be done as it 
“ is defired.” Hifto'y of Popery, vol. ii. 292. 

logy— 
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logy — The Jackets from Rome, colledted and 
publifhed in two volumes quarto, by a fet of 
gentlemen, 1735, under the title of fhe Hijlory 
of Popery, vol. ii. p. 431. A work this, 
which is too valuable to be loft to the pub- 
lic ; and therefore, as I fear it is near out of 
print, it were to be wiftied it lliould be re- 
printed in as handfome an edition as that 
above referred to. See alfo Rurnet Hiji. Ref 
vol. i. p. 191. 

As for thofe men who have the gift of con~ 
tinency, they, as it appears from the fcrip- 
tures, and all experience, are probably very 
few, at leaft comparatively; and thofe who 
received it in the days of our Lord and His 
apojiles, feem to have received this for the 
particular purpofe of keeping themfelves dif- 
entangled from the affairs of this life, during 
the infancy and perfecution of the church, 

I Cor. vii. 7, 17. Such do not want cloyfers 
and cells for their fecurity. As for thofe 
who have * it not, locking them up together 

in 

* Thefe certainly conftitute the bulk of mankind, as 
all experience throughout all ages fufficiently (hews. 
The natural ftrudture of the human body, its natural fe- 
cretions, &c. which are carried on daily, not by any con- 
trivance or management of the creature, but by the power 
of infinite wifdom, imprelFed, we know not how^ on the 
wondrous mechanifm of every part, afford us inch phyjical 
reafons for this, as to amount to demonftration of thene- 
ceflity of marriage in the generality of men. This ob- 
r^rvation is abundantly verified by the manner of our 
Saviour's expreflion, Matt. xix. ii, 12. where He 
fpeaks of a power of total abftinence as the immediate and 
fpecialgift of heaven, and this for a fpeclal purpofe^ unlefs 
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in fuch places, and depriving them of the re- 
medy which God commands in marriage, has 
been attended with a two told wickednefs ; 
I. in living contrary to the ordinance of 
Heaven; 2. in gratifying their delires con- 
trary to the cou; I'e { f nature, or at lead in fome 
way which the dhine law hath prohibited. 
Therefore tre Jlprjlle doth not fay — if they 
cannot contiiin, let them ihut themfelves up, 
or pray that tlae order of nature may be in- 
verted ; but — let them marry it is better to 
marry than burn : as if he had faid — “ One or 
“ other of thefe mnfi: be the confequence.’' 
So, when married perfons have feparated for a 
while or Jenfon, on forne religious occajions — 
come together again, faitix he, Icll Satan tempt 
you for your i: contlnency. 

From all which it may be gatliered, that 
celibacy is not an ordinance of God, but a 
fnarc of Satan — that marriage is tb.e ordi- 
nance of God ; therefore, that a man who 
may marry, and doth not, has no more* war- 
rant from God's word to expedt that he fhafl 
be kept from vice, than that he would be 


in the cafes Me puts of accidental imbecillity, arifing, in 
fome, from a^tlcfcdt in their conftitution, being born eu- 
nuchs i in others, from external violence by the hands of 
inen. 

* For, continence being none of thofe graces that are 
promifed by God to all that afic it, as it was not in a man’s 
power, without extreme feverities on himfelf, to govern 
his own confiitution of body, fo he had no reafon to ex- 
peft God fnould interpofe, when he had provided ano*» 
thcr remedy for fuch cafes. Burnet Hift. Ref. vol. ii« 
p. 9I3 3d edit. 
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kept from jlarving^ if, inftead of eating and 
tirinkingy he was to pray that the appetites of 
hunger and might be totally annihilated. 

The indifcriminate -f* and total prohibition 
of polygamy y as it has no warrant from the 
word of God, may alfo be the means of 
plunging many into the mifchiefs of uncom- 
manded celibacy ; for many men there are, 
who very early in life marry, perhaps with- 
out all the confideration which ought to b^ 
exercifed in fo momentous an undertaking — 
many things may happen which may be very 
reafonable, and indeed unavoidable, caufes of 
reparation from their wives ; as for inftance 
— incurable difeafe of mind or body, uncon- 
querable violence of temper, perpetual re- 
fraclorinefs of difpolition, levity of beha- 
viour— 

t If the enabling part of i Jac. c. ii. had gone no 
farther than the preamble, and its feverity been confined 
to-*^* divers evil-difpofed perfons, who being married, 
‘‘ rwn out of one county into another, or into places 
where they are not known, and there become to be 
‘‘ married, having another hufband or wife living, to 
the great difhonour of God, and utter undoing of di- 
“ vers honeft men’s children, and others” — it would 
have been a wholcfome law, and highly juftifiable in its 
penalty on fuch mifcreants; who are undoubtedly guilty* 
of one of the vileft and moft injurious frauds that can 
polTibly be committed. It feems to fall within the equity 
of Exod. xxi. 1 6. for fuch perfons area fort of ccr 
or maii-Jiealcrs, 

^ it is to be feared, that there are not a few females, 
who (like other monopolifts) take the advantage of the 
poor hufband’s fituation, to ufe him as they pleafe ; and 
this for pretty much the fame reafon why the afsy in the 
fable, infulted and kicked the poor old lion — becaufe it is 
not in their power to refent it as they ou^ht^ 


The 
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viour — which, though not amounting to fuch 
proof as to be the ground of utter legal di- 
vorce, yet fuch as may deftroy the whole 

comfort 

The advice which king Ahafuerus received from his 
wife men, the feven princt > of Media and Perfia^ upon 
queen Vojhtd^ difobedicnce, v/ould have an excellent 
effeft, could it be followed Many an high-fpirited fe^ 
male would have too cogert a reafon againft the indul- 
gence of a refradtory difpofition, not to fupprefs it — her 
fride^ which is now the hufband’s torment^ would then 
become his fecurity^ at leaft in a great meafure ^ for pride 
is a vice, which, as it tends to jelf-exaltation^ maiiKa ns 
uniformly its own principle — not to bear iii«- thoughts of 
a rival* See EJiher i. lo, &c. As thing- are with us, 
the poor man muft grind in mola afmaria during life. 

It is certain, that nothing can be a rcleafe from the 
bond of marriage itfelf but deaths or an aft of adultery in 
the wife. But that a man is at a] I events bound to main- 
tain the external bond, by cohabiting with a woman, 
who, inftead of being an help meet for him (as we fay) be- 
comes, by the violence and pervcrlenefs of her temper and 
difpofition, a conllant and incrcafing torment, and this 
after the moft friendly, tender, and kind admonitions — is 
not confonant either to feripture or reafon. 

Some will tell us, that fuch a thing mull be looked 
upon as happening by the will of Providence, as a 
chaftifement or vifitation from Heaven, and therefore 
muft be fubmitted to and endured. 

So is ficknefs from the hand of God ; fo are affliftions 
of all kinds, and certainly to be fubmitted to with pa- 
tience and refignation ; yet to ufe means of recovery 
from fickncf', and of deliverance from trouble and afflic- 
tion, are apparent duties ; and why not in the other 
cafe ? The great Milton has fome excellent and fcriptural 
obfervations on thefe points in his Tetrachordon y to 
which I refer the reader. 

It was propofed in the book for reformation of the eccleft^ 
ajlical law^ I 552 > that “ Defertion, longabfence, capital 
^ enmities, where either party was in hazard of their life, 
“ or conftant perverfenefs, or fiercenefs of an hufband 
“ againft his wife, might induce a divorce’' — this fell to 

the 
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comfort of a man’s life. By thefe and many 
other means, an hulhand may be reduced to 
^he fituation of an immarried man, harrafled 
^ the fame defires, fubjedt to the fame 
. :‘;nptdtions ; yet his condition is ten-fold 
c^rfe ; the one may marry ^ the other can- 

■ ? -^und by the death of Ed. VI. Burnet Hift. Ref. 

. ii. p. ig8. 

The whole analogy of feripture agrees with that faying 
of the j^pojlle — Let not the vjlfc depart from her lmfband\ 
and again — Let not the hufoand put away his wife — j Cor. 
vii. 10, II. But then thefe things mult be confrued 
agreeably to the analogy of that wifdom zvhicb is profit- 
aide to dircti — Eccl. x. lo. I'hey cannot mean, that a 
wife is not to depart from her hujhand^ who threatens or 
endangers /;^r life — nor that anhufband may not feparate 
from a wife wlio obltlnately fets hcrfclf to be the plague 
and torment of /;/j. Surely all this is within the equity 
of I Cor. vii. 15. and that perfons are not under bondage 
in fiich cafes. 

This kind of things falls under a fort of necejfiy^ 
■which niuft alv/ays interpret the law in favour of felf- 
prclervation. L hou Jhalt do no murder — conflitutes a ca- 
pital olfence in the man who wantonly or rnalicioufly 
kills another — but if a man flays another in his own de^ 
fence, it is an excu fable homicide : this from the necef- 
fary care which every man has a right to take of his own 
life. The fnip-majler to v/hom I intrull: my goods, is 
wicked and bafe, if he wantonly caft them into the Tea ; 
but if a ftorm arife, and he caft them out to favc the fliip 
fiom finking, he is highly juftihable. I would therefore* 
argue from ncceffity on the point of feparatio?^', for I can- 
not find any privilege conferred on one creature to make 
another wretched, and that without remedy. Of this 
neceffty every perfon muft judge at his peril ; for — as the 
proverb fays — None cati tell where the fioe pinches^ fo 
well as he that wears ii : but then be it remembered — • 
that every man fmll give an account of himfelf to God. 
Rom. xiv. 12. If this were confidered as it ought to he, 
it would certainly be the beft means of binding both 
parties over to their good behaviour^ in all conjugal 
difputes. 

VoL. I. N not ; 
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not : fo he muft remain hopelefs and help- 
lefs, or plunge into vice and mifery, becaufe 
he is debarred of the remedy which God 
hath provided, ftripped of that undoubted 
privilege with which God and nature have 
invefted him, by the lyes and forgeries oi fa- 
thers and councils, &cc. The RomiJJo church 
indeed, at the council of 'Trent, anathema- 
tized all who fliould fay, that “ thofe who 
“ have not the gift of chaftity might marry, 
in regard that God doth not deny the gift 
to him that doth demand it.” This anti- 
fcriptural decree, which directly gives the lye 
to the Apqftle, 1 Cor. vii. 9. is founded upon 
a fallacy, which many fall into, from arguing 
without the neceffary diftindtion between 
what God can do, and what He will do. 
That He can do every thing is without a 
doubt j but that we are warranted to expedt 
He will do wliat He hath no where promifed, 
is not true. God could certainly have made 
us to live upon the air-, but He hath not : 
meat and drink are abfolutely neceffary for 
our fubliflence ; it would therefore be the 
higheft prefumption, nay even the madnefs of 
'■enthvfajhi, for any man to pray that the na- 
tural appetites of hunger and thirji might ceafe, 
and that for the future he might live, pot on 
meat and drink, but folely by refpiration of aii\ 
So, to pray to Him whofe command is — Be 
fruitful and multiply, bring forth abundantly in 
the earth, and multiply therein (Gen. ix. 7.) that 
the natural defire which is to lead to this may 
be annihilated, and the effedt of it defiiroyed, 

is 
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is to petition agalnft the divine ivifdofn, to ar-* 
raign the divine hoHncfs, and to remonflrate, 
in effed:, againft having any (hare in an obe- 
dience to the divine command — Where is there 
— where caiP there be a promife, to warrant 
fo unhallowed a proceeding ? Surely no 
where, but in the imaginations of thofc who 
have fallen themfelves, and who want to lead 
others into the fnare of the devil. When wc 
pray againfl: what God hath forbidden, no 
doubt we diall, in His ov/n way and time, 
obtain grace to help in every time of need j but 
when we pray againfl; what He has com- 
manded, we tempt Him to deliver us up to 
the delufions of our own minds, and our end 
’will be according to our ’works — what that end 
is likely to be, the hiftories before hinted at 
very fufficiently declai'e. 

That there may be fituations, and particu- 
lar circumftances, under which it is not only 
lawful, but duty, to pray for continence — I 
mean for entire fubdudtion of, and power 
over, our natural defires — there can be no 
doubt ; as where they would lead us to for- 
bidden enjoyment : but then we mufl: judge 
of this by the feriptures, not by the preju»- 
dices, folly, and fuperflition of m?n like our- 
felveS : for, at this rate, we may be praying 
that God would alter His mind, change His 
will, and vacate His commands, in order to 
make way for our oppofition to them. 
Whereas, this is the confidence that we have in 
Him, that if we ajk any thing according to 
His wii.L> He heareth us. And if we know^ 

N 2 that 
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that He hear us, whatfocvcr we ajk (i. e. AC- 
coRTDiNG TO His vtll) we ktiov: that we 
have the petitions that we dejired of Him. i John 

V. 14, 15. 

For a man to pray that he^might never 
again feel the appetites of hunger and thirjli 
or, at leaii, be en-bled to refrain entirely 
from fstisfying them, would be defervedly 
reckoned madnefs — but to pray to he kept 
from gluttony and drunkennefs , and all forbid- 
den indulgence and excefs, would be aiking 
^according to the will of Con, and the man 
would have a y?riT/z/;v;/ ground and warrant 
to expert an anfvcer of peace. 

So, if a man takes it into his head, that 
thofe other difres, which Gon hath, for the 
wifeft purpolcs, implanted in our nature, are 
fnful in themj'ehcs, and, on this footing, prays 
againlf them, he is under a fad delufion, and 
every petition he utters is no lefs than an ar- 
raignment of the wifdom and holinefs of the 
great Creator oi all. Yet the hiflories 

arc replete with miracles wrought by Cbriji 
and the Virgin Mary, iji anfwer to fuch pe- 
titions ; and no doubt but thefc lyes are moft 
devoutly believed by thoufands, who make 
Men s<f traditions, and not Gon’s word, the 
rule of their faith. 

Bclides 


* Among the fooleries of the fixth century., an entire 
abfunence from marriage was held the furcit way to Pa- 
radife. Women were not even fuffered to approach the 
altar, nor touch the pall which covered it, unlefs when, 
by the pricjis., it was delivered to them to be walbed. 
The euchariji was too holy to be touched by their naked 

hands^ 



[ >81 ] 

Befides the evils which have been noticed 
as the confequences of our fuperjiition on the 
fubjedt oi polygamy i the utter extinSlion of fa- 
•nilies might alfo be mentioned ■, whereas, 
iooner than this flaould be the cafe in IJracl^ 
we find God enadling a peculiar hiv, 

in order to prevent it ; wliich faid law was 
certainly a virtual comman .1 of polygamy in 
many, perhaps in moft, cafes, as ir was very 
rare to find an umnaraied mn among the 
yews. The law to which 1 allude, is that of 
Dent. XXV. 5. wh(TC the hujb.and’ s brother 
was to marry the widow of the deceafed, if 
he died witbeut children — that Ids name 
might not he p d out of ijrael. Though all the 
realbns of thi law do not now fubfiil, there- 
fore the law itfcif, as far as thofe reafons 
have ceafed, hath itfelf ceafed j yet it ferves 
to (hew us that God did certainly allow po- 
Jygamy, and even command it, fooner than fuf- 
fer inheritances to fail by the extinBion of 
fafnilies. 

The end of marriage, fay fomc, is fociety 
and mutual comfort ; but they are rather an 
ef'ecl of marriage, none of the principal end,^ 

hands, they were therefore ordered, by the canons of the 
church, to have a white linen glove upon the hand in or- 
der to receive it. See Alexander’s Hift. of Worn. vol. i. 
p. 166. The council of Auxerre, aim. 578, decrees, 
that women communicate with their dominical, which 
forne iuppofe to have been a linen cloth, wherein they 
received the fpccics, as not being allowed to receive them 
with the bare hand. 

See Burnet Hift. Ref. vol. ii. p. 76. 3d edit. Alfo 
Chamber voc. DominicaL 

Mo 
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which is procreation of childreny and fo the 
continuance of mankind, according to th 
firft inftitution, Gen. i. 28. As for ^ . 

and fociety, they may be between mi. 
man, woman and woman, and therefore 
proper end of marriage. That conjunSiioi. 
which cannot anfwer the great end for which 
marriage was ordained by God, fliould not 
prevent or hinder that which can, nor does it 
appear from fcripture that it was ever in- 
tended it Pooiild. 

Frigidity, or peroetual impotency of gene- 
ration on trie man’s fide, is held by our laws, 
a caufe of divorce a vinculo matrimonii ; 
therefore it is but reafonable, that a perpe- 
tual impotency of generation (which at a cer- 
tain time of a woman’s life may be afcer- 
tained) in the woman, fiiould be allowed as 
a reafonable and juflifiable ground iot poly- 
gamy, Folly and fuperilition may fet up an 
objection to this, but nature, reafon, and 
fcripture, all unite in their fulFrage for the 
truth of the pofiiion. See Gen. xvi. 2, 3. 
Gen. XXX. 1 — 9. 

Among us, if a man be married to a bar- 
ren „wom^an, he cannot take another wife 
while £he lives, but muft content himfelf 
with letting his nobility, titles, honours, and 
family be annihilated, and his eftates efcheat 
to the crown, under pain and penalty of 
being adjudged a felon if he marries a fecond 
wife (living the firlf) who might be the 
means • of continuing and tranlmitting all 
thefe things to a long and numerous pofterity. 

This 
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This foolifh fuperftition . is like that of 
the Jews in the days of Mattathias, who fuf- 
fered themfelves to be flaughtered by the 
enemy without refiftance, becaufe it was the 
fabbatb-day, i Mac. ii. 32, 38 ; or like that 
of the Carthujiansy who live entirely on fjhy 
and would not eat a piece of btker jiejh (fee 
I Cor. XV. 39.) even to fave their lives. 

The modern "Jews are wifer, for though 
they in general coincide with the govern- 
ment where their lot happens to be call, fo 
that they are polygamous or monogamous^ ac- 
cording to the laws of the country they live 
in ; yet if a °Jew be married ten years to a 
woman, and has no child by her, he is at li- 
berty to take another, that he may have an 
heir to his fubftance ; and in fo doing he cer- 
tainly is juflificd by the law of God ; which 
law we have fet alide, and eftablilhed our 
own fuperftition in its place, which not only 
tends to the annihilation and extindlion of 
families, and of courfe to depopulation ; but 
is, as elfewhere is more fully obferved, the 
fource of endlefs ruin and deftrudlion to the 
weaker fex, whofe feducers, if married men, 
are totally exempt from making them that 
amends, and doing them that juftice,* which 
God’s law commanded, and which, among 
us Ckrijlians, is looked upon as duty to with- 
hold, or rather, as a mortal * Jin to comply 
with. 

As 

* Bellarmine, that great champion for The Man of Sin, 
faith— Lib. 4. deRom. Pontific, “ Si Papaerraret pr^- 

N4 “ cipiendq 
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As thefe points are fully treated in other 
parts of this book, I will now proceed tc 
fhew, that the wild notions about marriage, 
which were introduced into the church, beai 
an earlier date than the days of Tei'ttillian^ 
and thofe other fathers mentioned before. 

There were others,” lays Mr. Brough- 
ton — Hift. lib. tit. Marriage — ** who fimply 
“ exclaimed agrdnft marriage as unlawful 
“ under the gojpel. This dodlrine was firll 
“ taught by Saturnilus, a fcholar of Simon 
“ Magus and * Marciqn, but afterwards bet- 
“*ter known amongft the -j- Encratites ; to 
“ thefe may be added the Apofiolics or Apo- 
tallies, the Manichees, Severians, and many 
“ others. The church had great ftruggles 


cipiendo vitia, & prohibendo virtutes, teneretur ec- 
clefia crcdcre vitia efle bona, oc virtiitcs malas, nifi 
vellet contra confeientiam pcccare.” 

“If the Pope fliould err in commanding viccs^ and in 
“ prohibiting virtues^ the church would be bound to 
“ believe that vices arc good, and virtues evil, unlcTs 
“ flie would lin againfl: confcicnce.” And again, 
BareL c. x.\xi. In bono fenfu dedit Christos Pciio 
poteftatem faciendi de peccato non pcccatum, & dc 
non peccato peccatun).” In a good fenfe — 
“ Christ gave Petep' (and of courfe the Pope) “ a 
power of nj^aking that no lin w'hich is fin, and to 
^ make that to be lin which is not a fin.” What bet- 
ter principle do we proceed upon in the matters here 
mentioned ? 

^ Marcion preferibed to his followers an exprefs 
hlhition oi wedlock. See Mojheim., vol. i. p. no. edit. 
Maclaine. One of Marcion^s abominable tenets, which 
he laid down to his followers, was, that they Ihould 
renounce the precepts of the God of the Jews.” Ib. 

-j- See Newton on the Prophecies, vol. ii. 442 — 3. 

** with 
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“ with thefe antient heretics, who inveighed 
bitterly againft marriage under the gofpel- 
Jlate, and wrought upon many weak minds, 
to be guilty of great irregularities, under 
' pretence of a more refined way of living. 

“ The church had alfo another contefl 
“ with the Montanijls and Novatians, about 
“ fecond marriages, thefe heretics rejedling 
“ them as utterly unlawful.” — And indeed 
the ccclefiaftical hiflories inform us, that this 
madnefs (for 1 can call it nothing elfe) was 
carried fo far, as that fecond marriages were 
ftyled no better than whoredom •, and eccle- 
fiajlical perfons were forbidden to be prefent 
at them on pain of exco 77 imu 7 iication. This 
in the very face of the feriptures of Gon, 
which declare juft as much for fecoiid mar- 
riages as for firJL Rom. vii. 2, 3. i Cor. 
vii. 39. By all this we fee what work may 
be made with the feriptures, when the ima- 
ginations of men are let loofe, inftead of co77i- 
parmg fpiritual things with fpiritual, and mak- 
ing God the interpreter of His own word. 

As for the pradtice of polygatny among the 
iirft Chrijiians, it was probably very * fre- 
quent 

* So it fhould fecin to have been in times long after 
them, not only among the laity, but the clergy alfo ; for 
Pope Sylvejier, about the year 33s, made an ordonnance, 
that every priejl fliould be the hujhand of one wife only. 

So in the fixth century, it was enadled in the canons 
of one of their councils, that if any one is married to 
many wives, he fliall do penance. Sec Alex. Hift. 
Worn. vol. ii. 217, 272. 

The cafe of Philip Landgrave of HelTe, as determined 
by the fx reformers, is well known. But all thefe things 

prove 



[ .86 ] 

quent; i£ not — why did Paul (i Tim. iii. 
2. and Tit. i. 6.) recommend the choice of 
Bijhops and Deacons from amongft thofe who 
had but one wi/'e ? — What occafion for this 
caution of the apojile’s, if none had mon 
than one ? That the ele(ftion was to be 
made from amongft the Chrijiian believers^ 
there can be no doubt, that is to fay, of fuch 
as had been admitted to baptijm and the 
Lord" s flipper, and were enrolled as members 
of the Chrijiian church. To fuppofe that 
none of thefe had more than one wife, is to 
fuppofe the apojile giving a needlefs rule in 
the election of Bijhops and Deacons. To fup- 
pofe that any who had more than one wipe, 
fhould be admitted to baptifm and the Lord’s 
fupper, if CuRisT had forbidden polygamy as 
adultery, is to fuppofe a greater abfurdity 
ftill, and that the great apoftle of the Gentiles 
was lefs faithful to his truft, than thofe Jfe- 
fuits who refufed to admit the King of Lon- 
quin into the Christian church, unlefs he 
would put away all his wives but one: for 
which thefe pfeudo-apofles were very juftly 
driven out of the country. 

The le^irned Selden has proved, in his Uxor 
Hcebraic^, that polygamy was allowed, not 
only among the Hebrews, but among moft 
other nations throughout the world •, doubt- 

prove nothing, with refpeft to the lawfulnefs or unlaw- 
fulnefs of the matter in the fight of God : I only men- 
tion them, to fliew that Chrijiians have, by no means, 
thought always alike on the fubjeft. The opinions of 
an infpired apojik are certainly good eyidence — to thefe 
let us attend. 
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!efs among the inhabitants of that vaft trait 
if AJia, throughout which the gofpel was 
iached by the great apojile of the GentileSt 
/here fo many Chrijiian churches were 
planted, as well as in the neighbouring ftates 
of Greece: yet in none of Paul’s epifiles, 
nor in the feven awful which St. John 

was commanded to write to the feven churches 
in Afia, is polygamy found amongft the crimes 
for which they were reproved. Every other 
fpecies of commerce between the fexes, is dif- 
tinilly and often mentioned, this not once, 
except on the womans fide, as Kom. vii. 3 ; 
but had it been finful and againfi; the law on 
the man's fde, it is inconceivable that it 
ihould not have been mentioned on both fides 
equally. 

When St. Jdaul fays that a Bifop or Dea-^ 
con is to be the hufand of one wf, it cer- 
tainly carries with it a tacit allowance of 
polygamy y as to the lawfulnefs of it with re- 
gard to * all other men ; not that it was fin- 
fiil in one more than in another j but this 
was a prudential caution in that diftrelTed 
and infant Hate of the church, that thofe 
who were to have the managerpent of if, 

* Cardinal Cajetan^ who difputed with Luther at 
Augjburg^ and who is laid to have given a brief, but ju- 
dicious expofition of the Old and New Tejiament^ writes 
thus— Pluralitatem uxorum nufquam a Deo prohi- 
beri ; adeoque Paulum cum Epifcopum vetet habere 
“ plures uxores^ reliquis concedere/’ A plurality of 
wives is no where forbiddeti by God : fo that 
when he forbids a Bijhop to have many wives^ allows 
it toothers.’^ Rainold delib. Apoc, tom. i, prae], 4. 

fliould 
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fhould have as little avocation and dillrac- 
tion as the nature of things would admit of. 
Paul does not lay that a Bifh'op or Deacon 
Ihould not be marrieJt the church of 
Kome fays, but th -t he lliould be the huf- 
band of one 'loife for however thofe who 
had more could find time to manage their 
own affiars, they could not be fuppofed to 
have leifurc enough to attend the churchy. 
and its embarrall'ed and various concerns, as 
they ought. Upon this principle he Icems' 
to give the preference to thofe who had no 
wifcy I Cor, vii. 32, 33. I would have you 
without carefulnefs. He that is unmarried 
caret h for the things that belong to the Lord, 
how he may pleaje the Lord : but he that Is 
married, caret b for the things that are of the 
world, how he may pie afe his wife. This cer- 
tainly relates to all Cfrifinns, but efpccially 
to minifters. Idie heretics of old took it fo 
flrongly in the former fenfe, that they held 
marriage unlawful to Chrjlians — tlie Papifs 
take it fo hrongly in the latter, that it is one 
of the authorities on whicli they forbid their 
clergy * to marry at all. 

.. There 


* The celibacy of the clergy was among the errors 
of very early date, for Paphnutlus., a venerable confejor 
and prelate^ who affiilei at the Niccnc cr)uiicil, which 
was held ann. 325, where there was a difputc, whether 
ecclefwjiics ihould not fep.nv.tc IVom their wives, 
which they had married while laymen^'' faid — Sa- 
tis elle ut qui in clerum fuiffent adferipti, juxta 
rem ecclefics traditionem^ jam non amplius uxorcs duce- 
rent. — It was fufheient that they who were inrollcd 
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There are fomc who interpret the above 
pallages (i Tim. iii. 2. and Tit. i. 6.) to 
Mean, that a Bijhop or Deacon fhould, if a 
have had but one nsife, or have been 
T:'-'’ married and this upon the ground 
. ' .a iiiid, I Tim. v. 9. concerning the 
who were to be chofen to the office of 
Deaconcjfes — Let not a woma}i be take?i into the 
number under Jixty years, having been the nsoife 
of one man. There are alfo thole, who, on the 
authority of thefe palTagcs, hold it unlawful 
for a minijier * to marry a Jecond time on the 


lofs 


among the clergy, according to the anticnt tradition of 
the churchy lliould no more marry/’ Clerical celibacy, 
and the condemnation of polygamy, {land on one and 
the fame footing, and that a very kune one ; that is to 
fay, on the antient tradition of the. church \ fo did the re- 
ligion of the Scribes and Pharifees, and fo do the fuperjii- 
tions of the church of Pome to this day. 

Paphnutius\ fpeech on the occafion is to be found in. 
Jortin, Rem. vol. ii. p. 249. Though vc\\zt Papehnutius 
fays may rather 'apply againft the clergy marrying a fecond 
time, yet thofe to wliom he fpakc niuft be fuppofcJ to 
have holden it unlawful for the clergy to marry at all, 
edfc how could they be for their feparating from the 
wives they took when laymen? 

However, even the partial prohibition of wives to rhe cler^- 
gy did not ripen into a decree, ’till about fifty years alfe:', 
when Siricius, bilhop of Rome, ordained, that if a cleric ^ 
married 'dwidow, or a fecond w/y>, he fhould toftdivefled of 
his office. For many hundred years this was not obferved, 
’till Gregory VIL called Hildebrand, by cruel decrees of 
excommunication, deprived miiiifters of their lawful 
wives, and compelled the clergy to the vow of continency, 
Hiji^ of Popery, vol. i. 21. 

* Whether any carry this point fo far as the anony- 
mous anfwcrer to Luther, Tr. de digamia Epifeoporum, I 
cannot fay ; but he declares — ‘‘ Mortaliter peccant qui 
bigamos (facerdotes fell) ecclefiae ftipendio fuften- 

tant.”— 
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lofs of his ;J; wife, and unlawful alfo for any 
woman to marry again on the lofs of her 

huiband. 

tant.” — They fin mortally who fupport clergyme’i 
that have been twice married, with the allowance cr 

ftipend of the church.’^ Again — Peccant qui 

‘‘ fcientes ex bigami ore verbiimDei pollui audiunt.” — 
They fin, who knowingly hear the word of God pol- 
‘‘ luted, by the mouth of a minifter who has been twice 

married.” Again — ‘‘ Bigamus cenfcndus eft, non 

folum is qui duas duxit virgines, fed & viduam aut 
aliter corruptam.” — He is to be reckoned a ligamijiy 
not only who has married two virgins^ but alfo he that 
hath married a widowy or a woman otherwife cor-^ 
ruptedd^ 

His conclufion breathes the true fpirit of ignorance, 

fuperftition, and blind zeal. “ In fumma — quicun- 

que proprias voluptates, & luxuriae exacSfionem, apof- 
ioli verbis & patrum honcftis praeponit decretis, non 
tamen facerdotis aut ecclefiaftico ftipendio cedere dig- 
“ num putat, is non folum tolcrandus non eft, fed ad 
corvos abigendus, quo non ovis morbofa totum cor- 
rumpat ovile, & tarn laudabilem, bonam, & longaevam 
** confuetudinem peftilenti fuo defaedet cxemplo.”-— 
“ In fine, Whofoever prefers his own pleafures, and the 
requirements of luxury, to the words of the apojile^ 
(we muft here fuppofe i Tim. iii. 2 . and Tit. i. 6. 
to be meant) ‘‘ and to the decent decrees of the fathersy 
and yet doth not think proper to depart from the 
“ miniftry, or his ecclefiaftical ftipend, is not only not 
“ to be tolerated, but to be driven away to the crows” 
(we (hould fay, thrown to the dogs) ‘‘ that one fcabby 
“ Iheep might not mar the whole flock, and defile, by 
his own peftilent example, fo laudable, good, and an- 
“ tient a cuftom.” 

X William Whiston, of famous memory, who, in 
an early part of the prcfent century y was the great reviver 
and patron of the Arian herefy in this country, and 
might be called Dr, Clarke’i 7najlery in this branch of 
hlafphemy i has left us fome very remarkable matters on 
record# 


2 


Ghc 
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hufband, Thefe ridiculous opinions owe 
their birth to the before-mentioned caufe, of 

taking 

One is, that the New Tejlament is the only rule of 
faiih^ and criterion of truth among Chriflians — and this 

to be interpreted by apojlolical tradition. Another is, 

a kjfon to all Clergymen.^ who are fo profligate as to fub- 
fcribe the doftrine of the Trinity^ as hel^ by the Church 
of England.^ though they do not believe it; and this, 
that they may gain admiffion to thofe preferments, 
which, on fuch terms, they have no right to hold — 
for Whi/ion^ very fairly and honeftly, gave up his pro- 
fefibrfiiip at Cambridge^ fooner than diflemble, or give 
up his opinions ; for which he is to be honoured^ as an 
ho7ieJl man, however miftakcn he might be in his religious 
notions. Dr. Samuel Clarke., his pupil, died Re^or of 
the valuable living of St. "Joines^s. 

Another matter which Whijion left behind him, feems 
to be a hone for the Clergy^ which thofe would do well to 
pick., who, with the ingenious William WhiJlon, are for 
fetting up a new Chrijiian law., or law of the gofpel, of 
which Chrijl and St. Paul are the legifators. 

Whifton^ words are as follow — It may not be amifs, 
here to take notice of that Chrijiian law, for the mar- 
riage of the clergy but 07 ice\ which is now fo fre- 
quently broken by Prote/lants, and gives the Papifts 
a great handle againfl: them, as obferving no rules for 
“ refraining their inclinations of that kind. I fay, the 
‘‘ Protejlants do allow their clergy, not only to marry 
more than once, but to a£f as Clergymen after fuch 
** fecond marriages, without the leaft permiifion under 
the gofpel for fo doing. Now, though the latv ^ 
Chi Jiianity be plain, not only from o^pics f)f tho^ 
Lws of Mofes, which oblige Chrifians ; but from the 
prelent New Te/lamcnt, the apofolical confitutions, and 
the known interpretation and practice of the four fir f 
centuries, that Bijhops, Priefis and Deacons., are allowed 
to marry hut once *, yet am not I fure, but they might 
‘‘ marry a fecond time without reproach, if they volun- 
tarily degraded themfelves, and reduced themfelves 
among the laity ; in whom fecond marriages were not 
condemned ; though I eonfefs, i do not remember one 

example^ 
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taking Words by the found, inftead of the fen/^ 
— the ufual confequence of detaching ferip- 
ture from feripture, not comparing it with 
itfelf, by taking the whole together. By this, 
men may prove — quidlibet ex quolibet — “ v)hat. 
** they pleafe from what they pleafef — and 
this is the fheet-anchor of error, as well as 
of many monftrous practices, and fo has been 
in all ages ; they can be maintained no other 
way. The whole dodtrine of tranfubfanti- 
ation, abfurd as it is in all its parts, is held 
together by the found of Hoc eji corpus meum 

‘‘ example of fuch voluntary degradation and reduftion 
in all antiquity. I am confident our great 

men are, with Gretiusy too good critics ; and know 
Chrtjiian anticiuity too well, to pretend that .S/, PauTs 
ordinances, that a BiJJjopy a Pricft^ and a DeacoUy muft 
be the husband of hut one w'ljcy lignifies but one wife at 
‘‘ a time y as fomc of our weaker authors are willing to 
interpret it. Nor was this conllitution fofevere then 
as the moderns imagine ; for alnioft all the hi/Ioops 
were originally fifty years of age, e ’v r they were or- 
dained. The next order leem to have been in general 
confiderably above fifty ; which their vf ly name pref- 
bytery i. e. elders of the parish or diocefe, directly fig- 
nifies : and as for the deacons y they were, by parity of 
reafon, tube fuppofed between thirty and forty ; which 
ages, for thefe three orders, when we once reftore, the 
objeilionsof the moderns xh'is law will conic to lit- 
tie. T,ment^/;n this here, becaufe I had once a difeourfe 
with Dr, Clarke upon this head, who looked upon that 
latter interpretation as ridiculous. Nor had hcany thing 
elfe to allcdge for the modern Protejlant pradtice, but 
that this command might be fuppofed peculiar to the 
firjl age of Chrijlianity : which yet, I dare fay, was a 
fecret to all thole firji ages of Chrijlianity ; which, fo far 
as I have obferved, always efteemed every law of the 
gofpel to belong equally to all under the gofipef from 
the firft ’till the fecond coming ^/Christ, o\xx legijlator,'^ 
See Whiston, Life of Clark£, p. 140 — 142. 

10 —This 
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— This is my body. — The found of bareticum 
devita, in a Latin verfion of Tit. iii. lo. has 
authorized the moft barbarous murders of 
thoufands, who have been burned alive by 
the inquifition, under the denomination of 
heretics. It has been made to fi^nify hare- 
ticum de vita — an heretic from life that is — 
put hhn from life — kill him. — Thus, by fepa- 
rating the word devita, and turning the laft 
two fyllables into the fubftantive vita, the 
prepofition de ]n 9 L anfwered the purpofe. A 
lefs tragical confequence of this method of 
interpretation is related by Erafims. He 
tells of a friar preaching from thbfe words of 
Christ, Luke xvii. 17. which ftand in fomc 
Latin verfions — Nonne decern fadii funt * mundi 
—who began to prove there are ten worlds. 
An arch fellow landing by, flopped his 
mouth with the following words — Sed ubi 
funt novem 1 — But where are the nine 

It is faid of St. Francis, that from the 
words. Go you into all the world, preach the 
gofpel to every creature, he thought himfelf 
bound to preach to beafls and birds, and ac- 
cordingly did it very often, and with wonder- 
ful fuccefs, as they tell us in the legend of his* 
life. Perhaps it was much on a like prin- 
ciple that St. Anthony of Padua went and 
preached to the fjhes — whofe difeourfe to 
them may be found in Broughton Hift, Lib. 
vol. i. p.53, 

• ^ would juft acquaint the unlearned reader, that the 
fubftantive mundus fignifies a wffr/rf— the adjcAivc mun - 
dus fignifies clean. 

Vox,. I, 


o 


Dr. 
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Dr. Hammond, in his note on i Tim. iii. 2. 
fays — “ What is the meaning of (xixc ywaiKoc 
om\p—the bujband of one ’wife — both here 
“ and ver. 12, and Tit. i. 6. and of kvk av- 
** ^fioi yuvv) — the ‘wife of one hufband — chap, 
V. 9. will not eafily be refolved.” But 
furely all difficulty vanifhes, when the whole 
is taken together ^ and it is obl'erved from the 
original in what different te^s the verbs yi- 
vofxai and £i(j.i are ufed. This ffiews that the 
apofle, I Tim. iii. 2, and Tit. i. 6. was de- 
feribing the fituation of the men he was then 
fpeaking of, as what it then ‘was — and in 
c Tim. V. 9. that of the ‘widows, as to what 
it had been. 1 Tim. iii. 2. Aa s’v rlv ’Eyrlffno- 
jtovTINAI fjitas yjvamk ''Av^px — A Bifop ought 
to BE (not to HAVE been) the huftand of one 
•wife', and Tit. i. 6. T/TifESTIN fxiXi yvvxi- 
VI oi — if any be (is) the hiifband of one 'wife. 
"'Eg-iv being of the prefent tenfe, can fignify 
only what a man is at the time fpoken of; 
whereas the expreffion concerning the •women, 
I Tim. V. 9. is widely different. The wo- 
man is called Xvipx, a •widow and it is ob- 
fervable, that the verb is not exprefl’ed as be- 
fore, either in the infinitive or indicative 
mood of to be, but by the participle of 
the preeteritum, or paji time, of the verb ym- 
fxxi, to be or become. — It is yiyovkx — which we 
have rightly rehdered — having been — that is— 
yin time p of having been, or become the wife of 
one man- — a wido'w, wh® never had been but 
once married j not — that had not had two 
hufbands at a time j fuch a thing Was hardly 
I o ev^r 
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ever heard of, as lawful, even amongH: the 
heathens * thcmfelves. I would the.efjre 
harmonize and paraphrafe the whole as fol- 
lows ; — “ Forafmuch as all things are to be 
“ done decently and in order, (i Cor. xiv. 40.) 
“ but this cannot be, unlefs Jome proper 
“ form of government be eftablifhed it is 
“ neceffary that proper officers be appointed 
to adminiller that government. Some who 
“ are to be — ’ETriaKoiroi — overfeers of the 
“ whole; others hsidy.om — deacons, or infe- 
“ rior ferving minijlers under them. The 
“ firft order of men are to overlook the clergy, 
“ as well as the laity — to preach the vuord — 
adminifter the Jacraments, and to have 
power to cenffire evil doers, even as far as 
“ excommunication, the church agreeing there- 
“ to. I Cor. V. 4, Such an office ffiould, 
“ doubtlcfs, be filled with men of irre- 
“ proachable charahers, and of fuch con- 
“ dudl and difpofitions as to be in ali re pedts 
“ blamelejl, not only for the better mainte- 
“ nance of their authority, but alfo for the 

* Never among yews, or even Turks, was it permitted 
that the woman flaould have more ti.an one hufband at^ 
once. Only among the barbarians there mention of 
the noAi^fltj/eTpo/, a people fo called, becaufe the wife 
amon^ them had many hufbands. So among the MedeSy 
that dwelt in the mountains, it is laid a woman was mar- 
ried to five husbands at once. See Hammond on i Tim. 
iii. 2. Jlhntefquicu mentions the tribe of the on 

the coaft of Malabar y where the women have many huf- 
bands. Sp. of Laws, voL i. p. 374, odtavo. But all this 
is 2^;? contrary to nature itfelf, as the cuftom of fome of 
t^f^ Indian women’s drowning their children in the 
Cangesy orexpofmg them to wild bcafts to be devoured. 

O 2 influence 
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influence of their example. As fuch an 
** office muft moreover require great atten- 
tion, thofe fhould be chofen, who are en- 
tangled as little as poffible in the affairs of 
this life. 2 Tim. ii. 4. Therefore, though 
for this reafon Jingle men might in general 
anfwer the purpofe beft, (i Cor. vii. 33.) 
** yet it may be expedient, in fome inftances, 
to chufe married men into the offices of 
“ Bijhops and Deacons. Where this is the 
cafe, the ele(ftion ihould not be made of 
fuch of the Chrijiians as have more than 
** 'one wife, as fuch a fituation muft necefl'a- 
rily involve the perfon in more worldly 
“ care, than can be confiftent with a due at- 
** tention to that care, which muft come upon 
them daily, refpedling the church. There- 
** fore, the having more than one wife ftiould 
** always be conlidered as a bar to a man’s 
** eledlion, either to the office of a Biff op or of 
** a Deacon, ( i Tim. iii. 12.); for though thefe 
“ laft may not havefo extenfive a jurifdidlion, 
yet, what with preaching the word — affift- 
“ iag the Biff ops and elders — vifiting the 
** lick — and diftributing the churcljs alms to 
the poor — one wife and family is as much 
as can be at all conlidered confiftent with 
“ any tolerable diligence in the duties of a 
** Deacons office. 

“ But as the fick are to be vifited and at- 
** tended, as well as the poor relieved, it 
may be neceffary alfo to appoint women for 
“ thefe purpofes, efpecially as to attending 
** and nurfing the poor of their own fex 
5 ** Thefe 
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Thefe hiay require many offices highly 
improper for men to be engaged in 
though the nurfing^^fy^ men, or vilitingand 
“ relieving them, may very properly fall alfo 
“ under the care of women. Thefe women 
may alfo be called A^cckovo/ riji SKK^viffi'xi (fee 
" Rom. xvi, I.) fervants or minijiers of the 
“ ijnirch. Thofe who are to be deemed 
“ proper for thefe offices, muft not be 
young, raw, unexperienced girls j nor 
married ’women', whofe attention belongs to 
“ their huibands and families^ iCor. vii. 34; 
“ nor younger widows, who are not arrived 
“ at a time of life fuitablc to fuch employ- 
“ ments, i Tim. v. 1 1 : let thefe marry, to 
“ keep themfelves out of mifchief, ver. 12, 
13, 14. The only women who are fit to 
“ be chofen as fervants or miniflcrs of the 
“ church in the refpeits above mentioned, 
fhould be far advanced in years ; that is to 
“ fay, not lefs than threcfcore years old, who 
“ having buried their huibands and brought 
up their children, i Tim. v. 10. have time, 
as well as inclination, to devote themfelves 
** to the offices of the church. They fhould 
“ alfo be fober and difcreet perfons,^ who, by* 
“ their condud; in their younger years, have 
“ ffiewn their temperance and fobriety, by 
having contented themfelves with one huf- 
“ bandi and who, ever after the death of that 
“ hufband, have fecluded themfelves from 
“ any further worldly engagements of that 
** /ort, fo as to be juftly ftyled widows indeed j 
'• though defolate, yet trufing God (i Tirh. 

O3 V. 5.) 
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“ V. 5,); and like Anna, Luke ii. 36, 37. 
“ continuing in Jupplications and prayers night 
“ and day." — This I take to be a confident 
and clear view of thefe pafliiges taken together. 
As vve may from hence infer, that there were 
women in the church younger than Jixty years, 
by the Apoftlc's exprefs exclufiori of th' 
under that age from thofe offices to Wi 
w^omcn were to be chofen •, as alfo that there 
were many who had been twice married, by 
his defigning thofe who had been but once 
married for the aforefaid offices ; fo we may 
‘as fairly conclude, from his faying a biJJeop — 
Th tivciH — ought to be — and again, if any, tgiv 
■ — is or be the hvjband of one wife — that there 
were many Chrifians, not who had had, but 
at that prefent time adtually had more than one 
wife. If this had not been the cafe, it v/ould 
have been as much out of the queftion to 
have mentioned the having but. one wife, as 
to have f.iid, that none ffioukl be chofen but 
thofe who had but one head or one body, when 
it was not to be fuppofed that any man had 
more. 

As to the conceit, that, ** what the Apofle 
“ fiys about the bijhops and deacons, is to 

prove that no minifer may marry a fecond 
“ time,” it is all but as bad as faying, with 
the church of Rome, that he ought not to marry 
at all. 

With refped: to the bufinefs of polygamy, as 
to the thing itfelf, nothing that is here faid 
proves it to be more or lefs finful in one man 
than in another i that depends wholly on the 

law 
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law of God delivered by Moses. Therefore 
the prudential reafons, for which he evidently 
excepted againfh polygamifts being eledled to 
church-offices, no more afFedts the matter of 
polygafny, than the excepting again ft 'women 
under fixty years old, proves it ftnful in a wo- 
man to hz younger , or that, becaufe no woman 
wi,iS to be chofen to the office of a deaconefs 
who had been t'lvice ?narried, therefore it was 
ftnful for the woman to marry again after the 
death of her hufband, contrary to i Cor. 
vii. 39. and to the exprefs advice of the 
Apojlle, I Tim. v. 14. 

As to the fuppofed unlawfulnefs of fecond 
marriages, or the notion, that if a man loft 
his wife, it was finful to marry again ; this 
began very early in the church, and fpread it- 
felf even to this country. We find in the 
time of Hd. I. * about the year 1276, the 
parliament adopted a conftitution made by the 
Pope at Lyons, to exclude men that had been 
t'wice married from all clerks privilege. So 
that if a man was convidted felony, who 
would otherwife have had his clergy, and it 
appeared that he had been t'wice married, he 
was to be executed like other lay -people. 
ftatute of 18 Ed. III. mitigated tl'te rigbur of 
this law with refpecl to clerks, by making a 
fuggeftion of bigamy triable by the ordinary, 
before the jujlices couH proceed. But all 
were delivered from the bondage of fuch laws 
by I Ed. VI. c. 12. § 16. which enadls, that 

* See Burnet Hift. Ref. vol. ii. p. 323. 

O4 


every 
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every perfon, who by any law or ftatute 
of this realm ought to have the benefit of 
** clergy y (hall be allowed the fame, although 
** he hath been divers times married to any 
“ (ingle woman or (ingle women, or to two 
wives or more, or to any widow or wi-r 
dows.” 

Among the (ix famous articles propofed ’^y 
Henry VIII. to the parliament and c<ii(yc..u~ 
iion, one was — “ whether priefis, that is to 
fay, men dedicate to God by priefthood, 
** may, by the law of God, marry after or 
no?” — After great, long, deliberate, 
** and advifed deputation and confultation 
had and made concerning the faid article, 
as well by the confent of the King's High- 
nejs, as by the aifent of the Lords fpiritual 
*■* and temporaly and other learned men of his 
Clergy in their convocations, and by the 
“ confent of the Commons, in this prefent 
parliament alTembled, it was and is (inally 
“ refolved, accorded, and agreed — that 
“ priefis, after the order of priefthood re- 
** ceived as afore, may not * marry by the law 

“ of 

In the eighth century^ fome monks pretended, that 
the angel Gabriel had brought twthe articles from hea- 
ven, one of which was, that eccleftajlia muft not marry. 
See Jortin Rem. voL ii. p. 43. 

In the ninth century^ Po^e N'icholas^ I. made a decree 
to reftrain priejls from marrying. The bifliop of Augf- 
burg *wrote a pathetic letter to the Pope^ fetting forth 
the fad and mifchievous confeqnenees of taking their 
wives from the priejls. The letter is at large in 
vol. ii. p. 392. and well worth reading. He tells Pope* 
Nicholas^ that his prcdccelTor Saint Gregory (i. e. Gre- 
gory 
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qf God. The enacting part of 31 Henry 
** VIII. c. 14. goes on and fays — If any 
perfon fhall preach — teach — or obftinately 
affirm and defend, that any man, after the 
“ order of priefthood received, may marry 
** or contract matrimony, he fhall be ad- 
: ,!u!ged to fviffer death, and forfeit lands 
goods as a felon ; and if any prieft do 
‘ ‘ : ctually marry or contradl marriage with 
“ another, or any man that is or hath been 
“ a prieft do carnally ufe any woman to 
“ whom he is or hath been married, or with 
“ whom he hath contradled matrimony, or 
“ openly be converfant or familiar with any 
“ fuch woman, both the man and the wo- 
“ man fhall be * adjudged felons.” 

That 


gory IV.) made fuch a decree, tut repented of it on 
this occafion ; to ufe the old bifliop's words as they are 
there tranflated — ‘‘ Upon a certain day, as St, Gregory 
“ fent to his fi£h-pond to have fome fifh, his fervants 
“ drained it, and found at the bottom 6000 infants. 
** heads, which were brought to him. Upon this he 
‘‘ did greatly repent in himfelf his decree touching the 
“ fingle life of the prieft Sy which he confeffed to be the 
caufe of that fo lamentable murder.” The letter in 
FoXy as above cited, is in Latin j the tranflation is. re- 
ferred to p. 393^ as having been before inftrtejd ;• which 
the reader may turn to. Whether the above letter was 
written by the bijhop of Augjburgy according to Crit. 
Hift. of England^ p. 83. or by Volufanus bijbop of Cat- 
thagiy as Fox feems to think, is very immaterial. 

* How ought the elergy of the church of England^ 
fome of whom are not only married men, but, havings 
loft a firjty are now living in comfort, honour, and re- 
putation with a fecond wifty (fee before, p^ 190. n.) 
tb blefs the day when men dared to attack the reigiiihr, 
fuperjlition of the timcs^ and in the face of all manner oT 

reproach. 
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That all this was contrary to the law of 
Cod is apparent •, for the priejis and Levites 
under the Old Teftament, and the apojiles 
and otherminijiers under the New Teftament, 
who were refpcdlively the clergy of the time, 
might marry, and many of them were actual- 
ly married men. I therefore mention thefe 
things, to fhew how we may be led into 
ror, even to putting men to hath., thinking he 
do God fervice (John xvi. 2.) when once 
the word of God is left for the inventions 
.and traditions of men ; and how far men may 
believe things which are contrary to fcripture 
are right and good, and things agreeable to 

reproach^ and even of the danger of itfelf, boldly 

vindicate thofe rights of mankind, v/ith which the law 
OF God had inverted them, but of which they had been 
deprived by the infolent tyranny of men like them- 
felves ? 

It little concerned Luther^ and his fellow champions 
for the honour of the divine law — that they were 
called antichrijls — fcandals to religion — revivers an4 pro^ 
Pagaiots of the laws of Mahomet — or that the Popifli 
Cerberusy with his three heads of ignorance, super- 
stition, and BLIND ZEAL, threatened to tear them to 
pieces. They perfevered — they were fuccefsful — and 
what they fowed in times of darknefs and perjecution^ we 
are reaping in days of light and liberty. 

Thank God, the aforefaid Cerberus is chained up. 
He now will hark^ and bark he may ’till he be hoarfe\ 
the man who minds him can have but little elfe to do. 

The author of this book pretends not to be a prophet 
—but judging from what has been to what may be^ he 
entertains not the leaft doubt, that, a century hence, the 
world may either wonder at the man who had wildness 
enough to attack the prefent fyjiem of things with re- 
gard to marriage^ or that there were found people who 
were absurd enough to abufe him for it. — This to 
.THOSE WHOM IT MAY CONCERN — VerBUM SaT. 

fcripture ' 
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fcripture are wrong and abominable — that this 
may become the creed of a whole nation, nay 
of a whole church including many nations, fo 
as to gain the fandtion of public Jiatutes, the 
folcmn opinions of lawyers, the moll: awful 
determinations of courts of jiijlice. The con- 

, .nation of polygamy is equally an human 
ice, and has no more authority from 
ic^ipture for making a man a felon and to 
fuff er death (fee i Jac. c. ii.) for having /wo 
wives, than the ftat. 31 Henry VIII. above 
mentioned, had for hanging a priejl and the 
woman he had married. All thefe things are 
equally the inventions of men, or rather of 
Satan transformed into an angel of light •, 
but the fcriptures are the true Ithuriel’s fpear, 
the touch of which alone can make him ap- 
pear in his own lhape, of a lyar and a mur- 
derer frojn the beginning. 

The firft public -f law in the empire 

againft 

^ Luther faith well — Satanae commentum eft, pec- 
catum fingere ubi nullum eft, & jurtitiam negarc, ubi 
vera eft.” — ‘‘ It is an invention of Satan to feign 
fin where there is none, and to deny righteoufnefs 
‘‘ where it truly is.” 

t In the year 324, Chriftianity was by law cf^hUJhi^^ 
when Conjiantine^ after the death of LiciniuSy reigned, 
without a colleague, foie lord of the Romayi empire. 
However favourable the protection of civil magiflrate 
was at that time, as well as in after times, to the Chrif 
tian religion^ yet from hence we muft date the misfor- 
tunes which have attended the interference of human 
power, in the eftablilhment of human fy ferns of faith 
and ceremony ; the former of which have often been con- 
trary to God’s word, the latter utterly fubverfive of it. 
The advancement of the clergy in dignities, riches, and^ 

hofiour 
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againft polygamy was at the latter end thd 
fourth century, about the year 393, by thd 
emperor ‘Theodojiiis ; this was repealed by the 
emperor Valentinian about fi)cty years after- 
wards, and the fubjefts of the empire were 
permitted to marry as many wives as they 
jpieafed ; ** nor does it appear (fays Chambers, 
tit. Polygamy) that the bijhops made ary 
" oppofition to this introdudlion” — (he 
fhould have faid rejioration ; for if it had not 
cxifted before, no. law would have been made 
againft it by T)heodoJius) — “ ot polygamy into 
the empire.” After all, no * human au- 
thority can decide upon the matter, as this 
has evidently given its fuffrage both ways 
upon the fame queftions. But can the de- 
terminations of the all-wife God be thus 
-precarious and contradidtory ? Can the Old 
Teftament and New Teftament be at as great 
a variance as the 31 Henry VIII. c. 14. — * 


honour, under this emperor and his fucceffors, proved fo 
many pernicious baits to faccrdotal ambition, avarice, 
andpride^ and introduced thofe feenes of vice and pro- 
llig^acy among the clergy, which occafioned it to be faid 
-^--Mundus per ojitum^ pietas per fenejirain — The world 
czicred in at the door — piety flew out at the window* 

• For whici^ reafon, I forbear to lay any ftrefs on the 
dedfions of opr chief reformers,^ Luther — Melan6ihon — ^ 
Buctr^ZuMlius^ Sec. who, after a folemn confultatiorl 
^ ff^ttemhergy on the queftion — whether for a man 
V to have pw9 wives at oncty was contrary to the diving 
ap^fwered unanimoufly, That it was not’’ — • 
and, authority, Philip the Landgrave of Hejje 

aiSualJy married a fecond wife — his firji being alive. 
Thi$ proves what they thoughty but, by no means, that 
they thought rights 


which 
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which makes it death for both the man and 
man, in the cafe of a priefit to marry, or even 
to contradt matrimony, or to affirm it lawful 
fo to do — and the 5 and 6 * Edw. VI. c. 12. 
which declares the marriage of clerks to be 
as lawful as the marriages of other men ?— 
\ the fcriptures forbidden polygamy, all 
•aman laws that ever could be enadted, 
anm ..ll the human authorities that ever could 
be produced, could not make it lawful in the 
fight of God — for that were to place men 
above God. On the other hand, if God 
hath not forbidden it, but even allowed it, 
all the men upon earth, though joined with 
all the angels in heaven, cannot make it fnful 
— for this were alfo to fet the creatures above 
their Maker. Judging and determining on 
the matter either way, but on the authority 


* The preamble to this ]aw affords a moll ftriking 
proof of the power of fuperjHtion and error over the 
minds of men : for though 2 and 3 Edward VI. c. 21. 
had made it lawful for priejts to marry ^ yet far the 
greater number of people held fuch marriages ‘‘ to be 
inconfident with the Jaw of God, and only to have 
‘‘ been tolerated'^ hy the former ftatutc, like ufury zndi 
other unlawful things, to avoid greater inconvenience 
and evils,” infomuch that they accounted 
children of fuch marriages to be hajlardi^ as born in 
“ unlawful wedlock, and would hardly attend the or- 
dinances of the church, if adminiftered by married 
priejts,'^'' Our prejudices againft polygamy arife from 
the fame fource of error and fuperftition, and are equally 
unwarranted and groundlefs, as the law of God no more 
forbids this than it does the other. Forbidding to marry ^ 
where God has not forbidden it, is the do^rine of devils 
(i Tim. iv. I, 3.) however pure^ and it may 
be deemedj whether by ProteJiaJits or Papijfs^ 

of 
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of God’s law, is a much more ferious thing 
than is ufually imagined ; for there are as 
many woes pronounced oiiirfhofe who call good 
evil, as on thofe who call evil good. If. v. '20. 

The learned Grotius, in his book De 
Ver. Chrijiian. Rel. lib. ii. § 13. note 12, 
feems to intimate, that i Cor. vii. 4. is 
be relied on as a /ext full in point to prc've 
the unlawfulnefs of polygamy amongfl Chrif- 
tians for that it wrs lawful amongfl: the 
Jews, he not only allows, but brings many 
* authorities to prove, in note 7. on lib. ii. 
febi. 13. But there is another text, at ver. 2, 
which, as it has been looked upon as a con- 
qluflve argument polygamy, I will firft 

confider, and then proceed in order to the fol- 
lowing verfes, from ver. 2 to ver. 5, inclu- 
five. The v/ords of the text alluded to are 
’—■Neverthelcfs, to avoid fornication, let every 
man have his own wife, and every woman her 
owJi hujhand. I'he flrength of the v/hole ar- 
gument drawn from this palTage confifls in a 
.. fort of * quibble upon the word wife, that, 
as well as the word hijband, being in the 
fngular number — wife, not wives. But fup- 

♦ I have clfewhere obferved, on the danger of this 
method of interpretation, we have Iftit to rely on the 
found of words, and all fecona marriagt^s are diredlly for- 
bidden, ver. 27. jirt thou loofed from a wife? feek not a 
Wife. Again, the method of crfablifhing dodtrincs by 
mere words or fcntences detached from the context, 
might furnifh us with as direft a prohibition of mar- 
riage to ChriftianSy as ever was contended for in the pri- 
mitive churches ; for no words can be plainer than 
yvvAiKct^feek not a wife. 
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pofe it had been faid, “ Let every man have 
** his own fervant, and every fervant his own 
mafter,” would it afford aconclufive proof, 
that becaufc no man can ferve two majiers, 
therefore no mailer could have more than one 

;ver, as this text has been, and is, 
upon as a diredl proof of the unlaw- 
of polygamy among Chrijiians, let us 
give *t a thorough conlideration. In the firfl 
place, let us reflore it to its own genuine 
words j for our tranjlators have introduced 
fomctbing whiclx is not in original. The 
words in the Greek are — 3't' ratf TOpvf/fltc— 
the verb to avoid is not there — the words tclc 
TT opveicK, which we tranflate fornication, are 
plural, not fingular, and fhould be rendered 
fornications, or the fornications — they being in 
the accufative cafe, are governed, not by the 
verb to avoid, which is not in the text, but by 
the prepohtion '^id, which is. This prepo- 
fition J d has various meanings, according to 
the cafe it governs. Sometimes it governs a 
genitive — fometiines an accufative, and then it 
may lignify— /^r — fo Dr. Hammond renders 
it here — but for fornicatio7is — alfo — with re- 
fpetl to — as to — with yegard to — qued aUinet 
ad: — fo ver. 26 , ^id tvvj ii^sg-ourccv dvxyy.vjv, may 
be rendered, with refpedl to fin refpedi of-— 
Dr. Hammond) the prefent necejjity. Many 
authorities might be cited for this ufe of the 
word, both in facred and profane writers ; 
and it fo fuits with the fubjed-matter of the 

verfe 
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verfe in queftion, that I conceive this to be 
the fenfe of in this place. 

The context fliews very plainly, that what 
St. Paul fays, is in anfwer to fome quejlions 
put to him by letter, and fent to him at Phi- 
lippi, where he appears to have been w’hen 
he wrote the anfwer ; and if we may jud^r 
cf the quejlions by the * anjhver, which is 

furely 

* This, in the inftance before us, is the only way by 
which we can judge, as wf have not the Corinthians let- 
ter itfelf to inform us of its contents ; for want of which, 
there are fome paflages in the chapter dark and hard to 
be underjlood. Still a meaning they certainly muft have ; 
and our judgment, with refpedl to that meaning, fhould 
be direfted — firft, by a confidcration of the manners, 
cuftoms, difpofitions, and charafters of the writers^ alfo 
of their ftuation with regard to time and place — fecondly, 
of the character, fituation, and office of the anfwerer ; 
whofe holy zeal, and confummate knowledge of the di- 
vine law^ muil render it iinpoflible for him to write a, 
fyllable which doth not exactly harmonize with the Old 
Teftament. 

Both thefe I have endeavoured to keep in view, while 
I have been fetting down my thoughts on this pafTage of 
feripture. 

When the Apojlle faith, txetrof tavlS fum7jtA ’EXE'- 
TQ, he certainly ufes the verb ^ larger fenfe than 

merely having, — This verb fignifics to pojfefs^ retain^ 
,.hich is to continue the pojfejjion of. So it is apparently 
'ufed. Matt. xiv. 4 . where John the Baptijl tells Herod.^ 
concerning Heredias his brotlnr Philip* s wife., whom 
Herod had taken to himfelf— Oux ffoi ’EXEIN etv^h- 
So Mark vi. 18. OJx coi ’EXEIN rh yvvAiKct tqu 
— where the Bapiiji cannot be fuppofed merely 
to condemn Herod's having her at firft, but alfo to declare 
the unlawfulnefs of his retaining^ or continuing the pojfejjiott 
efmt. So here— let every man retain.^ continue the pojffeJJioti 
§f — yvvAiiLtt^ the wife — o'WJ' of himfelf — i. e. who is 

his own property— and not fuffer her to go to other men. 



[ 209 ] 

furely a very fair way of judging, they prO'^ 
bably concerned a very infamous, but com- 
mon pradtice, that of married men lending out 

or 

as the ciiftom Was, nor take other men’s wives to him- 
felf. 

*,^The Apoftle proceeds — Kct; tov "^IAION 

*jSx\tq, — H ere is an evident Wiriation in the phrafeology, 
on M^^hich we (hall take occafion to obferve hereafter. At 
prefent, let it be noticed, that the introduction of the word 
^lAION, muft afFeCt, and materially, the meaning of the 
word EXETO, and make alfo the word to be taken 

in an exclufive fenfe — as thus — Let every (wife) retain, 
poffefs (i. e. keep fay) the man or hulband <2^- 

propriated to her exelt^vely of all other men. 

Thus both parts of the verfe are in the ftrifteft analogy 
with the divine law^ and«equally contribute to reprobate 
the breach of it by community of women,” which was 
a Gentile-QM^kom. 

As for the conclufion againft^d?^j^j;;?y, v/hich is drawn 
from the word wife^ as well as the word hushandy 
being in the ftngular number, it will not hold ; for the 
feriptures plainly Ihew us, that wife muft frequently be 
underftood in a dijlrihutive fenfe. A remarkable paUage 
of this fort is in i Tim. iii. 12. Let the deacons be the 
husbands <^^oisrE wife — ywauic But can 

any body fuppofe, that there was to be* but one wife 
amon^ft them all ? — So in the tenth commandment— 
^hou Jhalt not covet thy ?teighbour^s WIFE — This (like oxy 
afsy houfe^ fervant) muft be taken in a dijlrihutive fenfe, 
and mean any married woman or women whatfoever. So' 
Exod* xxi. 33, 34. If a mmi dig a pity and not cq^uer It^ and 
an ox or an afs fall therein — the owner of the pit Jhall make 
it goody &c. Are not pitSy and oxeny and ajj'esy to be here 
underitood ? So in the text, the word wife means any 
woman or women who may be married to the man. 

The word husband muft be underftood in an exclufwe 
fenfe, becaufc the whole Bible fhews that a woman could 
have but one husband — here well expreffed by the ay* 
•Tpec. In ftiort, this feripture, like all others, muft be 
interpreted accorrMng to the analogy of the faith y by taking 
a view of the divine law in all its parts, and not by con- 

VoL. I. P fining 
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or even marrying their wives to other people, 
and of courfe the married women going from 
their own husbands to other nien. That this 
was the cafe in Cormtb, may well be taken 
for granted, when we confider that there 
were fo many lources from which fuch 
practices were fo eafily derived. The Corjn- 

tkians 

fining ourfelvcs to mere literal conftriiftion of a fingle 
word — or text — or paflage ; for, by this means, we might 
be brought into all the errors of the church of Rome^ 
,or into all the herefies that ha\.,'been invented; not 
one of which is without fome text of feripture for its 
fupport, which being wrejied from all the reft, has 
been wrejied from its meaning, and made to fignify 
juft what the fancies of men have applied it to. It 
k very truly obferved by an antient writer, 7urpi ejl 
tota lege non in/peSia^ vel perleSla^ de lege judicareJ** 
“ To judge of the law, without reading over and ex- 
amining the whole^ is ftiameful.’’ — He proceeds — “ Ita 
turpe etiam theologo textum originalem in feriptura fa- 
era non infpicere, aut ilium Audio praeterire, & tamen 
feripturam explicare velle/’ — “ So it is (hameful in a 
theologijl not to infpe<3: the original text in the facred 
feripture, or purpofcly to pafs it by, and yet pretend 
to explain the feripture.’’ If this fentiment had had its 
due weight, it would have leflened the numbers of 
pofitors and comme?tiators on the Bible, in no inconfider- 
ablc degree. 

^ The interpretation which the Rhemijls give to this 
1 Cor. vii. 2. is by no means to be defpifed — 1 will here 
let it down ; for — 

—Fas ejl ^ ab hojle docerL 

Let every one have^ keep^ or ufe his own wife, to 
‘‘ whom he was married before his converfion ; for the 
Apoftle here anfwereth to the firft queftion of the C^- 
rinthianSf which was not— whether it were lawful to 
marry ? but — whether they were not bound, upon 
their converfion, to abftain from the company of 
their wives matrkd before in their infidelity f as fome 
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thians were a people lewd and * debauched to 
a proverb — Kcpivhc-X^iv, to Corinthianize^ or 
play the Corinthian, was a fhrafe which eif- 
preffed a man's being abominable : — add to 
this the fondnefs of the Greeks for the max- 
ims of the divine Plato, as he was called,- 
cne of which was — jto/v^cc [xeu yvvotmxf, Kdii/tss 
’TTO-iloie, that women and children 
“ ought to be common — add to this the 
fedl of the Gnojiics, thofe early heretics, who 
held “ a community of women, and that all 
marriage waWof -f* the devil j” — thei'e 
fpread their erroVs far and wide among the 
Chrijiian churches : — and laftly — the horrid 
praiflice of men s lending their wives to others^ 


“ did perAiade thorn they ought to be.” This would 
feem a good expofition of the place, if the Apojile had 
not fo exprefsly treated this point in the following verfe. 

* See 1 Cor. vi. ii. former part. Stfabo writes, that 
there was at Corinth a temple of Venus, fo rich, that it 
maintained above a thoufand harlots facred to her fervice, 
iipoPiiwf i}ett(ct(, which were confecrated both by men 
and women to that goddefs. See the advantage and ne- 
ceffity of the Chrijiian revelation, by Ltland, D. D. 
vol. i. p. 174. Others fay, that the number of profti- 
tutes in honour of Vetius at Corinth was 2000> See Lett, 
ofjews to Voltaire, voL ii. p. 53. 

Strabo, Geog. lib. xii. fpeaking of the temple Sf the 
moon in Comana of Cappadocia, where all manner of the 
moft horrid impurities weixe. committed, as parts of religi- 
ous vjcrjhip, calls it — “ a little Corinth.” 

t Among the errors of the famous Manes or Mani- 
thesus, in the third century, this principle is found-r-be 
taught, that “ all marriage is of the devil, invented by 
“ him to tie the fouls to the fleih, and to retard their 
“ return to heaven.” See Jortin’s Remarkt, vol. ii. 
•p. 50. 

P 2 was 
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was even a fort of % law in Greece ; this Oi'i- 
ginated firft in Sparta^ that famous city of 
PehpmnefuSy on the edge of which Corinth 
Hood i from thence it ipread itfelf into the 
reft of the cities of Greece, Corinth, no douLc, 
as well as others. The following account of 
this vile cuftom is to be found in Plutarch’s 
life of the celebrated Spartan lawgiver Ly- 
curgus. “ He (Lycurgus) next bethought 
“ himfelf how to prevent that wild and wo- 
manifti paffion of jealoufy, by making it a 
matter of reputation, nr>r only to banifti 
“ from matrimony all vio^Snce and diforder, 
“ but alfo to allow men the freedom of im- 
parting the ufe of their wives to deferving 
“ perfons, that fo they might have children 
“ by them. And he laughed at thofe who 
“ think the violation of the marriage-bed 
“ fuch an infupportable affront, that they 
“ revenge it by murders and cruel wars. 
“ Lycurgus thought a man not to be blamed, 
“ who, being in years, and having a young 
“ wife, Ihould recommend fome virtuous 
“ handfome young man, that fhe might 
have a child by him, who might inherit 
the good qualities of fuch a father, and 


X Grctius^ fpeaking of the Jeivijh divo7'ces^ faith — 
“ Qiiod ct hodie ufurpant MahurnetiJIa^ & olim Graci 
aq Laiini tanta liccntia, ut & uxores ad tempils uten- 
das aliis darent Lacones h Cato.” Which the Maha- 
7netan5 of ten pra^ife at this day, and formerly the Greeks and 
Latins, with fuch Ucentioufufs, that they could grant the ufe 
of their wives to others for a given time. This was the 
cafe among the Lacedemonians, and Cato alfo did the fame. 
Sec Grot, de Verit. lib. ii. § 13 , 


€t 


this 
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** this child the good man loves as ten- 
derly as if he was his own getting. — On 
** the other hand, a worthy man, who was 
in love with a married •woman upon ac- 
“ count of her modefty, and well-favoured- 
“ nefs of her children, might, without for- 
** mality, beg of her husband a night's lodgings 
** that he might, like flips of a fine tree, 
** planted in a goodly garden, have children 
** of a good race, and well related. For Ly~ 
curgus was of opinion, that children were 
not fo much^l^ propriety of their parents, 
** as of the •wh(^ commonwealth ; and there- 
fore he would not have them begotten by 
** the ftf comers, but by the befl: men that 
** could be found.” 

This cuflom was far from being reckoned 
criminal * or adulterous, it was applauded 

greatly ; 

* The community of wives cannot be conceived to have 
efcaped the lewd Corinthians^ when we confider how it 
fpread far and wide among the Gentiles, This is faid to 
have been the cuftomof the Troglodytes, Agathyrfi, the 
MafTagetce, and Scythians, of whom Strabo faith — 
they had their wives in common^ agreeably to the laws 
o^Plator 

The natives of RuJJian Lapland were confufedly knowr^ 
to the antients under the name of Troglodytas ox northern 
pigmies- They are, for the moft part, not above four- 
feetznA (in halfhxgh^ and dwell in caverns 5 they are juft 
the fame people they were formerly — they are faid to in- 
treat ftrangers to lie with their wives and daughters, as 
an honour done to them, and from a defire of amending, 
by their means, the defeats of their own race. See Folt^ 
Works. Tranf. by Franklin,, vol. xxviii, p. 10, 12. 

Puffendorf has given a long lift of other nations, 
y^hich had the fame cuftom among them, fuch as the an- 
tient inhabitants of Britain,, the Saheafis^ thofe of th? 

P 3 kingdoqt 
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greatly j and “ £o far were women from that 
fcanoah us liberty which has been objedled 
to them, that they knew not what 
name of adultery meant.” — “ A proof 
** this we have in Geradas, a very anti 
Spartan, who, being alked by a ftrar 
** what punifhment their law had appoi iiiCLi 
“ for adultery ? anfwered — “ My friend, 
“ there are no adulterers in our country.” 
“ But, replies the ftranger, fuppofe there 
“ were one, how would you puniih him ?” 
He anfwered — “ The olfendfr mull pay to 
the plaintiff a bull, witlv a neck fo long, 
that he might drink out of the river 'En- 
rotas, from over the top of mount Taygeta.’* 
** Why, ’tis impoffible to find fuch a bull, 
faid the man.” Geradas fmiling replied — 
** ’Twasjuft as impolfible to find an adulterer 
in Sparta." It is endlefs to obferve on 
the total blindnefs of fuch people, with re- 
fpedl to the law oj Cov but when the Co- 
rinthians were awakened to a fenfe of divine 
things, though, as well as others in that part 
of Greece, they had been * infedled with this 

kingdom pf Calccui, the antient Lithuanians, &c. Sec 
I Leland^ vol. ii. p. 129, note r, 

Diagenes^ celebrates with the epithet 

of divine^ held that women ought to be common'" — look- 
ing upon msiri'iage to be nothing \ ‘‘ that every man and 
woman might keep company with whom they liked 
beft, and that therefore cjiildren ought to be in com- 
‘‘ mon.’’ Ib. 132. So the Stoics held that women ought 
to be in common among the wiie, 133. 

* Lycurgus eitabliihed his laws in Lacedeemon almoft 
900 years before Christ, fo that they had full time to 
circulate and grow into cuftoms, not only in Greece^ but 
alfo in many other parts of the world. 

3 spartan 
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spartan leaven, and followed iht praBiceSt as 
they had imbibed the principles of their 
neighbours j yet neither cuftom, example, nor 
prejudice of education, could filence, or any 
linger fatisfy their confciences, and there- 
fore they feem to have written to the apof- 
tky to know his fenfe of the matter ; which 
he clearly gives them in the words of the 
text, and which evidently reprobate this 
horrid * cuftorn. Having, in the preceding 
cbaptevy difculTcd at large the fubjedfe of 
whoredom ■m.\Joniication, and lewdnefs in 
general, he beg\^ns this feventh chapter with 
an anfwer to the particular propofed 

to him in the letter which he had received 
from them. The palTage may be thus para- 
ph rafed : — Now concerning the things whereof 
ye wrote unto me — “ I fay, firft in general, 
** though not for the reafons which fome of 
yoMT philofop hers have given, nor for thoft 
which the Gnojiics have fuggefted, as if 
** marriage was wrong or JinJui in itfelf but 
** for prudential reafons, arifing from the fi- 
** tuation of things at this time (ver. 26.) 

it is good, jtaxov, ufeful, profitable (ver. 8 
** and 26-) for a man not to touch a womart^ 


* By the manner of 5t, PauFs expreffing himlfelf, 
1 Cor. V. I. he ieems to infinuate, that, one man’s tak- 
ing or having another's wife^ was a matter by no means 
Unheard of amongft the Gentiles j though a man's having 
his father * 5 wife was. 

oce an inftance of this fort of degeneracy among the 
Jews^ Amos ii, 7. 

P4 
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‘f to have no dealings with the ot&er •f’ Jex. 
(See Matt. xix. ii, 12.) But with refpeSi 
to the fornications you mention, andcon- 
“ cerning which you defire to know my A. • 

“ timents ; I anfw'er, conformably to i - 
l^w of Gop, which ordains, that a man 
“ Jhall cleam to his wife, &c. (Gen. ii. 24.) 
and that no woman fliall depart from her 
hujband, and go to another man (fee Rom. 
“ vii. I, 2, 3). Let every man have his 
** wife-r-vviv yjvxiKX sxvth — the woman who 
“ belongs to him^and not;^bhd her out, or 


t Mw d'rli&a.i ywainA is conftrued by fomc learned 
jnen, by fiuccre uxor cm — to marry a wife ; — but 1 rather 
think our tranflation right — yiot to touch a woman as 
the word denotes man in a general fenfe, fo, to 

make both parts of the fentence correfpond with each 
other, the ywatKA feems to be general alfo. The word 
dorliSeti anfvvcrs to the Hebrew which fometimes 
means to touch or meddle %vith^ in a carnal fen fc. See Gen* 

XX. 6. 

♦ There is no necellity to reflrain the word Topyuetf ih 
this place, as our tranflators feem to have done, to 
the idea of what is ufually meant by that term, that is to 
fay, commerce with harlots ; for it is a general word, ex- 
prelhve of adultery^ as well as what is called fornication, 
I'hus the apojile ufes it but a little before in this very 
epijile^ chap. v. i, to denote not only adultery^ but alfo 
InceJ}, It is ufed as fignifying adultery^ Matt. v. 32. 
xix. 9; for though it may there fignify lewdnefs com- 
mitted before marriage, but not found out till afterwards, 
yet it muft ncceffarily alfo be underftood to mean fuch 
adis done after marriage ; for our Lord cannot be fup-» 
pofed to mean that the former'w^s a jult: caufe of divorUy 
and not the latter — fo that the word Topntet muft include 
both. Tlopt^i/ei^ being plural, well denotes the compli- 
cated crimes of the hulband’s lending his wife to another 
man, and the wife’s going to another man befides her 
^ bufband, including alfo t]ie crime of him who took her. 

f* fuffer 
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** fufFer her to marry another, nor let him 
“ take a woman who is not ywvj exora, bis 
** njoifet but another man’s, to himfelf. So 
■ '•Ifo let every married woman have her own 
proper husband — tov thiw avJpx — the man 
** appropriated to her, exclufively of all other 
men upon earth, and not depart, or fufFer 
** herfelf to lent or given to any other man.” ■ 
I would here obierve, that there is a very 
remarkable difference of expreffion, which 
though preferved in many other tranllations, 
is not in our^.^^e render the two claufes 
jufl alike, whe^ias they are not fo in the ori- 
ginal, but — rv[V 'EATTOr yov'xtv.x, and to» 
lATON avS'p^t. The Latin tranllations prc- 
ferve this dilFerence of expreffion— uxo- 
rem — proprvvn virum. Leufd, ex Mont. So 
the old and new tranflations in Beza’s Tefta- 
ment, and Barker t Eng. Teft. 1615, and the 
Geneva, 1557. Let every man have His 
WIFE, and every woman her own husband • If 
all fcripture be given by injpiration of God, 
(2 Tim. iii. 16.) and holy men Jpake as they 
were moved by the Holy Ghoji, (2 Pet. i. 21 .) I 
jcannot but t dnk that there is forae weighty 
reafon for the difference of expreffion, in giv-« 
ing the epithet ’iJ/ov to the husband, with re- 
fpedl to the wife, and not to the wife, with 
refpedl to the husband. This is obiervable, 
not only in this place, but in * many others- 

Leigb, 

♦ Rom. viii. 32. we meet with a very material proof 
of the emphatical import of the word to denote 

Christ’s being God’s own proper fon^ in fuch a fenfe as . 
^o creature is or can be. So, in the paffage under cond- 

deration^ 
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Leigh, Crk. Sac. obfervcs this, as occurring 
every where in the facred writings of the 
New Teftament— fzd ihoi xv^peg 
tribuuntur pajjim in Jacris. Leigh fub voc. 

Kph. V. 24, 25. To/'c ItioiQ OLvhpxaiv, their own 
husbands — rccf yuvi/Kar iauruv, your wives j— 
and ver. 28, txc ixvvav yvvxtttxi, their wives— * 
rviv ixvTn ywxiKX, his wife.—hgyan. Col. iii. 
18, 19. TOKih'otc xvlpxfsiv— propriis viris — their 
OWN husbands— iki ywounxc. your wives (exvreiu 
being underftood). St. Peter, who was the 
jipojUe of the circumcifion, fame mode 

of expreffion, 1 Pet. iii. i. Let the wives be 
fubjeSl, TOK i^ioK dvJpaV/v — propriis viris — to 
their own husbands. Comp, i Pet. iii. 5. 
The word iJ/cr has certainly an emphatical 
meaning wherever we find it, therefore mufi: 
have its emphafis in this place, as well as in 
others. It feems to denote fuch an appropri~ 
ation of the husband to the wife, as that (he 
could not have, ox go to any other man. This 
idea may be illuftrated from Rom. xiv. 4. 
Who art thou that judgeji another mans fer- 


deration, the word l/jof denotes that the man is the wo- 
" man’s huftand, in fuch a fenfe as no other man is or can 
be. CHRiS’i*, John v. i8, is faid to call God Itiov Tlu- 
rtpa . — His cwn proper father this muft be in a fenfe as 
cxclufivc of all other beings, as the i/zor dvvf is exclufive 
of all other men. 

So I Cor. XV. 38. God giveth it a body as it pleafeth 
Him, and to every feed—To tj'iov au(jLa.—his OWN body, 
i. e. fo peculiarly appropriated to that fort of grain that 
it can pafs into no other. — Thus hath God given to 
every wife — rov tj'iov her own— peculiar— ap- 

propriated—HUSBAttD~{o that, while he tiveth (Rom. 
vii. 3.) (he cm pafs to no other man. 


vant ^ 
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•vant ? Tco /^/w xiip/cu — proprio domino-^to his 
OWN m.</ier bf Jl^ndeth or fahetb. PJerc 'ilm 
' . afe i as an epithet to the majter with refpedt 
iv the fervunt (as i Tim. vi. t. Tit. ii. 9.) 

.. . m 111 d. i.vjte fuch an appropriation of the 

' ftcr to the fervant, as to exempt the lervant 
iivm the authority, power, controul, com- 
mand, or fervice of any other, but that of bis 
own (lJ;a) mafter; for, as was obferved be- 
fore, no man can ferve two majiers, though the 
mafter may have many fervants ; nor is any of 
his fervants t^lte lefs fo, becaufehe has others. 
So here, i Cor.,^vii. 2. and the other paftages 
referred to, the h’ufband is ftyled Ihau, to de- 
note, that no other man can have any power, 
propriety, or intereft whatfoever in the fociety 
of the wife, but the Ihos ct^vip, the proper anti 
appropriated, peculiar huiband. I own that 
I can account for this difference of expreffion 
in no other way, than by fuppofing the ferip- 
ture confiftent with itfelf, and that the dif- 
tindlion fo evident in the Old Teftament was 
to be preferved throughout the New Tefta- 
ment — that though a man might have more 
than one wife, yet a woman could have but 
one husband : had fhe more, neither could be 
ftyled properly itioz dvvip, for fhe* would be 
as much the property of one as of the other, 
or rather be in common between, or among 
them, according to their number ; whereas, 
doubtlefs, though a man has two wives, each 
may be properly ftyled yuvvi raurou — '^his wife. 

* The propriety of this can hardly be difputed, when 
we refleft that it is the qonltant language of the Old 
Teftament. 

No 
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No man may be faid to have an exclufive pro- 
perty in, or appropriation of himfelf to, a 
perfon or thing, which others may fliare with 
him : therefore the word ihoi is peculi^irly 
adapted to denote the exclujive appropriatioi* 
of the husband to the wife to be, like the ex- 
clujive appropriation of the majier to the fer- 
•uant, fuch a one as gives to him aloncy ex- 
clufive of all others, the whole attention, obe- 
dience, and fervice of the party, fo long as the 
relation which requires thefe fhall continue. 
Whereas ymvi, wife, is never ^fqund with the 
exclujive i^ioe, but coupled onjy with the pro- 
noun pofleffive ixvTa. To illuftrate what has 
been faid, we may obferve as to Jacob and his 
two wives, Leah and Rachel, Rachel as well 
as Leah, with refpeift to Jacob, was yuvvj laura, 
his wife (Gen. xxx. 26. xxxi. 50.) and he the 
ccvvjp, the husband, exclulively of all other 
men, appropriated to both, infomuch that nei- 
ther could have gone to any other man, with- 
out being an adult er efs : but we no where 
find Jacob, nor any other polygamift, ftigma- 
tized as an adulterer or fornicator, on account 
of his having two wives. That fuch a cuftom 
^as Plutarch fliews to have originated from the 
famous lav/giver of Sparta, (hould reach Co- 
rinth, which flood at the edge of Peloponnefus, 
is not at all furprizing, when we fiqd it had 
/«ven reached to * Rome. Numa Pompilius, 

the 

* In fhort, this cuftom of lending wives to each other 
was fo common among the Gentiles^ that it is inconceiv-' 
able fuch a p^aftice fhould not be among the Corinthians^ 

Cafar 
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the famous fucceflbr of Romulus ^ anno 715 
before Chrijl, eftablilhed this horrid pradice 
among the Romans. He was a great reformer 
oi ^religion, and improver of the in 

which he is faid “ to have had a particular 
“ regard to the preferving of modejly in wo- 
“ men. Neverthelefs, he permitted huf- 
“ bands to lend their wives, after they had 
“ had children by them. This was a kind 
“ of temporary divorce, in favour of thofe 
“ men whofe wives were barren but the 

hufbands iViJll continued to have the fame 
“ power ^ver,^tliem, and could call them 
“ home, or lend them to others, as they 
** pleafed.” Ant. Univ. Hift. vol. xi. 
p. 298. 

That this pradtice long continued at Rome, 
there can be little doubt ; for, about 700 years 
afterwards, we find, that Cato of Utica ac- 
tually gave his wife Marcia to his friend 
Hortenjius, and himfelf aflifted at the wed- 
ding. 

The words of the text clearly apply to 
the forbidding fo monftrous a breach of the 
law of marriage, and apply equally to poly- 
gamy as to monogamy. Abigail and Ahinoaii>-“ 


Cdsfar tells us of the antient Britons — Ten or twelve 
of th#n have wives in common among^ft them — but 
every woman’s children are accounted his, who firft 
poflefred her when a virgin , fo many men., having 
‘‘ each of them married his proper wife, afterwards 
“ agreed upon that friendly way of pofTelling them.’* 
Dc B, G. lib. V. Much more to the fame purpofe may 
be found in Piijfendorf^ book vi. c. i. § 15. 

were. 
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were, with refpedt to David, each of them 
ywvi ixvTn, his wife — for the Holy Ghoji faith, 
I Sam. XXV. 43. they were both of them his 
wives : and therefore he was the JS'/of 
the peculiar, proper, appropriated huiband 
to both. If David had taken another man s 
wife, or either of them had been lent out or 
given to another man, this would have fallen 
diredtly under the interdidl of the apoflle, 
who here fays no more than is exadtly con- 
ibnant with the law of Mofes. 

Saying that this text ior\f^^^^polygamy, be- 
eaufe the word wfe is in tho iingul-ar num- 
ber, is mere trifling j as much fo, as contend- 
ing that a man is to love but one * neighbour, 
becaufe it is faid, fhou Jhalt love it.y neigh- 
bour as thyjelf', not neighbovs 01 that he 
Ihall keep but one fr- ^ i-ecaule it is faid, 

♦ We meet witli numbci : • p in the feripture, 

where the fingular is not to T . unclcrf^-ood exaufi^jely^ 
that is, fo as not to include the plural ^ but di/irihutively 
fo as to include it. Witnefs tn< p^iiiagcs teferred to, as 
a|fo the fourth commandrrit-nc Thou flialt do na 
manner of work, thou nor tby yZ??, nor thy daughter ^ 
nor thy Tnan-fervart^^ nor thy /naidfervant^ nor the 
Jir anger that is within thy gates.” Are wc to gather 
from hence, that a man is to have but one fon^ one daugh^ 
ter^ one man-fervant^ one maidfervant^ &c. ? So the 
ninth commandment — Thou fliult not bear falfe wit- 
nefs againft thy neighbour — Endlefs are t^e exam- 
ples of this fort, which might be brought, to mew that^ 
in many inftances, the fmgular number cannot be con- 
fined to an exdufive fenfe, but muft, of necejGTity, be ex- 
tended dijiribuhvely^ fo as to include and indeed all 
of the kind which is fpoken of : and in this fenfe the 
word xvife muft be underftood, i Cor, vii. 2, in order 
to make the text harmonize with the Old Teftament. ' 

Rom', 
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Rom. xiv. 4. Who art thou that judgejl auo^ 
thers mans fervant, in the Jingular number, 
not fervantSt in the plural: or to argue for 
ftol^gamyt becaufe it is faid, i Cor. vii. 29^ 
they that have wives, and not every one that 
has a wife. All fuch literal or verbal criti- 
cifm is mere word-catching, far below the 
dignity of fair argument, and deferves no- 
thing but contempt. 

Thofe who reprefent the apojile as addreff- 
ing himfelf to Jingle perfons, and advifing 
them to mar":y^ to avoid fornication, make 
him of, evident tautology— iox the 

eighth verle is e'xpreflly addrelTecl to the un- 
married and widows. After wilhing that all, 
like himfelf, could live unmarried (that they 
might have lefs diftradion in their attend- 
ance on the fervice of God, ver. 35.) he adds 
—but if they cannot contain let them marry, 
for it is better to marry than burn — mpovc^xi, 
to be fired, to be on fire— {comp. Cant. viii. 6. 
Hof vii. 4.) that is, with lufi, or unchaftc 
defires, by which they might be driven into 
the commiffion of fornication, and all manner 
of uncleannefs — which is, in effed, laying 
the fame thing over again, as fome would- 
have him to fay at the fecond verfc, tfie very 
terms of which fliew it to be addrelTed to 
married perfons •, for how could the apofile fay 
to a Jingle man — let him have—i^sr^, retain 
—ywonyM ixvTy, his wife j or to a Jingle wo- 
man — let her have, i. e. keep to — tov Tbm xvipx, 
her own husband ? The immediate connec- 
tion of this verfe with the three following, . 
• which 
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'which can belong to married people only^ is 
another flrong argument for the truth of 
this obfervation. Befides, if we underftand 
the EKccg'cs, ewry matit and the ev,ery 

womattf to relate here to any but the married 
people^ it may feem to make the apojile com- 
mand every one to marry, whether they chufc 
it or not, contrary to ver. 7 , 8 . The word 
tKOLgof is certainly relative, and muft agree 
with fome mafeuline fubftantive underftood : 
this can be, (agreeably to the reft of the 
verfe) nothing but \^ifin, in the laft 

* claufe, muft fignify husband~i-7ov xv^px, 
her own husband, and fo in the four times it is 
ufed in the two following verfes. The word 
iv.X<;v[ is alfo relative, and muft agree with 
fome feminine fubftantive underftood ; this 
can be no other than ywv), which, in this 
verfe, is rendered wife ; and fo the four times 
it is ufed in the following verfes. If the avuj/j 
and which are underfood, had been ren- 
dered as they are uniformly in the reft of 
the context, all difficulty in underftanding, 
and all difputes about, the apofile'^ meaning 
had been laved, and the evil alluded to repro- 
bated in as plain terms as the apoflle intended 
■ it Iho'uld f for the verfe would have ftood 
thus — Let every husband (or married man) 
have his wife — yvvxtKX fXVTn, the wife that 
belongs to him — and every wife (or married 
woman) have her own husband. 

When he addrefles himfelf to fngle per- 
fons, and advifes them to marry to avoid for- 
nication (which is certainly the meaning of 

ver.* 
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ver. 9.) he does not ufe a doubtful * feri~ 
fhrajis, but Ipeaks the matter in the common 
ufual phrafe — ya|uujffiXT£c'orav — let them marry. 
There is fomething remarkable alfo at tne 
tenth and eleventh verfes, where, in anfwer 
to fome queftions put to him in the Corin- 
thians letter, probably about married perfons, 
who were in a ftate of feparatioriy he fays-^ — 
Let not the wife depart from her husband, but 
fjloe depart — ^evem xyocnoc — let her remain 
unmarried. Co^p. Rom. vii. 3. and i Cor. 
vii. 39. This is Taid to be the command of 
God, itow is it that it is not ex- 

tended to the husband^ It is only faid — Let 
not the husband put away his wife. Had he 
conllrrued Matt. xix. 9. by the found inftead 
of the fenfe, he moil probably would have 
faid of the husband alio, jufVfVw clyx^ioc — let 
him re7nain unmanned, in cafe of her depar- 
ture, or of his putting her away. 

But as thofe fafe apojiles, deceitful workers, 
transforming themfelves into the apojiles of 
Christ, 2 Cor. xi. 13. had, by their erro- 
neous and monflrous do<ftrines, faying, “ that 
“ all marriage was of the Devil” (for fuch 
was the doctrine of the Gnoftics) gladly dif-» 
trefled the confciences of weak people, and 
led them to think, that, as marriage was a 
Jinful thing, therefore all conjugal inter- 

* Which feems not conformable to the idiom of the 
Greek language itfelf, for I do not recolleft, that, in any 
Greek author^ any more than in tht fcriptureSj iyiif 
yyyaiKct, or ever fignifies to marry^ or 

ftands as d phrafe for yciuitv or ydL^Y\^KiVdn* 

VoL. 1. eourfc 
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courfe between married people muft be 
ful too, we find the proceeding, ver. 3. 
to answer that part of the letter which relat^ 
to their diftrefs on this account. But, fo far 
from deeming the intercourfe of married per- 
fons wrong, he fays — “ Let the hufband ren- 
der unto the wife due benevolence, ’O^f/Ao- 
** iifvviv evmoi.v (which anfwers to the of 
** MofeSy Exod. xxi. 10. and which we de- 
cently render duty of marriage) and like- 
wife the wife unto the hupand. The wife 
** has not power over her* own body, fo as to 
• withdraw herfelf entii1;ly f/om the con- 
Jugal debt, but the husband may, as a mat- 
** ter of rightj have accefs to her at all pro- 
per times and feafons. Likewife the huf- 
** band has not the power («k ilsctx^si) of his 
** own body, fo as to withdraw from the con- 
“ jugal intercourfe with his wife, but the 
“ wife, as a debt due from the contract 
“ which the man is under to her, by the 
very terms of their union, has a right to 
** his fociety. 

“ Therefore, defraud ye not one the other — 
“ ixvi dTTO^fpeiTe oi?i.?^yiAov < — do not deprive or 
“ wrong each other in thefe refpedts, under 
** a falfe notion of its being finful to come 
“ together as man and wife. There may 
be times, indeed, when both may find it 

* In the 4th century there were a fet of people who 
cenfured matrimony^ and faid, that ‘‘wives and hufbands 
“ cohabiting together cannot be faved#^’ Thefe were 
condemned by the council of Gangara, anno 369^ yortirs 
Rem. vol. iv. p. 43. 

■ 5 


** expedient. 
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expedient, and therefore both confent to 
“ feparate for a while ; as on occafion of 
“ particular abftinence and devotion : but 
“ let not even this exceed the bounds of 
“ prudence, left, if it thould, Satan ftiould 
take the advantage of you, and tempt 
“ you to gratifyi in an unlawful way* thofe 
“ defires which may lawfully be fatisfied 
“ between married perfons. However, I do 
“ not iniift uoon the matter of your parting, 
even for a Aafon, by way of commandment t 
“ aar’ but by way of permijjiont 

v-dcroL See 2 Cor. viii. 10. 

I take the ^^eiXcixsvviv ivvoiav of Paul to 
anfwer exadl.y to the word niV* which is ren- 
dered duty of marriage. This is mentioned 
by Mofes to be ftill due to the firji wifct 
though a man take a fecond. Exod. xxi. 10. 
Therefore this paflage of St. Paul no more 
concludes zgfxA poly gamy, than that of Mofes, 
which adlually fuppofes it. The root njjt, 
means to a£i upon fome perfon or thing — and, 
in Kal, to lie with a woman, Gen. xxxiv. 2. 
Deut. xxi. 14. Deut. xxii. 24, 29 : fo that 
by comparing fcrlpture with fcripture, we 
lhall find one part explain the other. There 
is a fimilarity of expreffion between Mofes 
and Paul, which, I own, makes me think 
that the latter copied the fentiments of the 
former, upon the fubjeds before us. Mofes 
faith Kb nniVI — her duty of marriage he 

Jhall not withold^fubtradi — withdraw— ‘keep 
back from her. Paul fays — let the husband 
render to the wife due benevolence — ’Oijif/Xofjifvviy 

0. 2 ’EwC(«V 
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Ewoirtv — ^which is laying the fame thing, iri 
other words indeed, but with the fame mean- 
ing. To render to another their due, is not 
-to uoithold it j and not to wit hold it, is to ren- 
der it. Paul lavs, |u./ d-Trog'FpEiTe — Mojes fays 
nj’ ah, which the I>XX adtually tranflate kh 
. arc^fp-^cfo This is the very identical verb 
which we tranflate defraud not. jnj lignifies 
to fubtradl or withdraw — to withold or keep 
buck',— the Greek XTregspsu: has the fame mean- 
ing — fo that Paul may be fa d to tranflate, 
juft as the LXX have don?, the of Mofes, 
The only ftaadow of difference between the 
yewijlj law-giver, and the pihrljlian apojlle, 
confifts in the explicitnefs of ihe latter, and 
concifenefs of the former. Mofes's words 
imply what Paul's declare, and, vice verfd, 
Paul declares what is implied by Mofes. If 
the husband is not to withold the marriage- 
duty from the wfe, this muft imply that the 
wfe is not to withold it from the husband. 
There mufl be a parity of reafon in both 
cafes. Neither husband nor wife can have 
any fuch power over their own bodies. This is 
plainly faid by Paul, and, in conliftence with 
the law of marriage, mufl evidently be 
meant by Mofes. For my own part, I as 
much believe that Paul had the dodlrine.in 
Exod. xxi. lo. in his mind, when he * wrote 

• On looking into Pole Syn. in i Cor. vif. 3. I find 
him of the fame opinion — Refpexit hie Paulus locum 
ilium. Ex. xxi. lO. ibi enim idem quod hie marito 
praecipitur ‘‘ Paul here looked back to that place 
in Exod. xxi. lo. for there the fame thing is com- 
manded to the hufband as here.” 

that 
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that pai't of the anfwer to ihc * Corinthians 
letter, wherein he folved their difficulties 
about the intercourfe of married people, as it 
is now in my mind, while I am writing thefe 
words ; and thus, upon good authority, even 
that of the mind of God as delivered by 
Mofes, he could be fo peremptory in declar- 
ing that fuch intercourfe was duty on both 
fjdes, and therefore could not (as the Gnojiic 
dodtrine might have led them to fuppole) be 
a Jin. 

St. Paul, who, before his converfion, had 
profited ift^ife Jews religion above many bis 
equals in his nation. Gal. i. 14. could 

hardly, after his convcrliorj, be ignorant of 
the law of Mojes; fo far from it, he was, un- 
doubtedly, a mod: accompliflied teacher of 
it. Witnefs the mafterly manner in which 
he explains the fenfc and meaning of the 
moralXwN , and unfolds the whole defign of the 
ceremo 7 iial law. By the firfl, he demonftrated 
the neceffity of the gofipel for falvation — by the 
fiecoiid, he ffiewed xhte. gofpel to have been one 
and the fame, though under different dhpen- 
fations of it, from the fall of Adam to the 
coming of Jefius Chrifi. Now to fet Paul,, 
as a law-giver, in Mofes' feat, and •to repre- 
fent him as condemning that which was not 
condemned by the law of Mofes, is to make 
him adt inconliftently with his own declara- 
tion, Rom. iii. 31. Do we make void the law, 
through faith ? — God forbid ! yea — we ejia- 
blijh the law. It is to make him tranfgrefs 
the law, by defpifmg that folemn fandlion, 
which equally forbad adding to it, or dimi- 

0.3 nijhing 
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nijhing from it ; and to put him in much 
the fame fituation with thofe, whether men 
or angels, who preached any other gofpel than 
that which he preached ; for to preach any 
other law than that which was given by, 
Moses, is as great an oifence as to preach, 
any other gofpel than that which came by 
Jesus Christ. This we may learn from 
the very words of the law itfelf. Deut. iv. 2. 
xii. 32. 

Dr. Whitby, a very laboriqas and learned 
commentator, in his coniment on — the hus- 
band, KR hath not^ powfc^<oJ his own 

body, &c. fays — “ Here is a ^:d‘ain * argument 
“ againft polygamy*' That here is a plain 
argument to prove that he fliall not with- 
hold the duty of marriage from the wife, and 
that, in this refpedt, neither Ihall d fraud or 
withold from the other, on proper occafions, 
the conjugal debt, is very certain. But as 
what is here faid, is founded in the very na- 
ture and € fence of. the marriage-relation, it mull 
equally concern all that ever have married, 
or ihall marry, to the end of the world, as 

* “ Sane patres Tridentini," faith one, “ fi adhuc in 
“ vivis effent, ipfis immortales agerent gratias, quod a 
feripturis anathematis in polygamos yibrati juftitiam 
atque requitatem defenderint, eaque praeftiterint quae 
ipft lie quidetn audere voluerint.” 

“ Truly thii. fathers^ of the council of Trent^ if they 
it were yet alive, would give immortal thanks to thofe 
who Qiould defend, out of the holy feripture, the 
‘‘ jufticeand equity of their curfe brand iflied againft 
lygamijfs^ and who fhould do that, which they them» 
felves would not even dare to attempt,’^. 
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well under the Old Teftament as the New 
Teflament ; it bears equally hard, if it be an 
argument againft polygamy, on the n^an who, 
having one wife, took another, in the days pf 
Mofes, as on any one who fhould do fo at this 
hour (for certainly the marriage-relation muft 
always be the fame) and will prove muph 
more againft certain dijlinguijhed charaSlers 
under the Old Teftament, than I dare fay the 
author meant it (laould. For this we have 
his own word|— “ Nor can I think” (fays he) 
that Abraham, 'Jacob, David, and other 
** pious^nen, wohld have had more wives, or 
“ wives ia\tx^^nc\bines, had this been a plain 
“ violation or^e law of nature ; nor would 
“ God have fo highly approved of them, 
“ had they lived in adultery,” Note on 
Matt. xix. 7, 8. 

When learned and pious men find out 
plain arguments” againft things which are 
not mentioned, or even hinted at, in the text, 
it is a flirewd fign that prejudice, and not 

judgment. 


^ How this learned man’s prejudices warred againft his 
judgment (like many others who want to fupporf 4 pre- 
conceived opinion, againft the truth which would ove|j- 
turn it) may be feen from the conceflion he falls into, 
in his note 011 Mark x. ii. in the following words— 
Since to commit adultery is to violate the bed of 
“ another perfqn, he that commits adultery againft his 
wife, muft violate her bed, which no hulband can dp 
only by doing that which an hulband lawfully might 
do. Since then a right to polygamy is a right to mar- 
ry more wives than one, he that hath this right, can- 
not violate the bed of his lirft wife, by afluming an- 
other to it, It therefore tnu/l be acknowledged^ either 

4 that 
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judgment^ didates the comment. I’he Corin-^ 
thians had a very plain argument'' againft 
their fears about married pcrlbns cohabiting 
together ; and if they compared this fcrip- 
ture, ver. 3, 4, with vA\2X Mojcs fo pofitively 
laid down, E:^od. xxi. 10. the polyganiijis 
among them were no more to forfake the 
company of thtir wivesy fo as to vvithold the 
duty oj marriage^ than thofe who had hut one 
wife were to withdraw thcmfelvcs from her 
fociety in the fame refped. ^ 

1 hat there were many polygamies among 
the Gentile converts, as wejl as the 

JewiJljy there can be but littjo doubt i lor, 
as ^ Grotius chirrs Inter Paganos paiicce 
gentes ima iixore contentce fuerunt. — “ Among 

the 

‘‘ that the hufband, under Christ’s inftitution, and by 
“ the original law of matrimony, had no fuch right, 
or that he that marrieth another cannot, by that, 
‘‘ commit adultery againft his iirft ynfe.” Here is a fair 
ISSUE IN LAW joined — and muft be tried by the law — 
for Christ made no whatfoever on the lubjedf 

of marriage^ but only declared^ explained^ and inforccd 
thofe already made and recorded in the law which was 
given by Moses. This law, like all other records, 
IS to be tried by itself— taking the whoi-e together. 

* De Verit, lib. ii. § 13. So De Jure^ lib. ii. cap. 5. 
§ Q. ho faysT-^^ Sed h, apud Gracos^ Cecrops primus, 
tefte Atheneso^ (jjav ivi una/n f^sminam uni ma^ 

rito attribuit : quod tamen ne Athenis quidem diu 
obfervatuin Socratis & aliorum exemplo docemur.” 
But among the Greeks^ Cecrops JirJi^ as Athenaus witnef* 
Jeth^ allowed one ivornan to one man ; which^ neverthelefsy 
was not long obferved^ even at Athens, as we are taught 
by the example Socrates and others, 

^ XldLKcLt i/fi:)Sei<rccy KcLl — KAI lacTet/O/, KAt <tuo 
^ rptci, yvvai^t yAiJLH kaJa Tjatulor AvvuKeiV* 

^ 'I'hepdoret — cited by Whitby^ on i Tim. iii. 2. 

‘‘ Formerly 
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the Pagans, few nations were content with 
“ one wife and we do riot find the apoftle 
yaking this any bar to church-memberjhip, 
though he exprefsly does to church offices. 
See before, p. It can hardly be fiip- 

pofed, that \i polygamy were finful, that is to 
fay, an offence againfl the law of Gon, the 
great apojile fhould be fo liberal and fo par- 
ticular, in his epiftle to the Corinthians, 
in the condemnation of every oiher fpe- 
cies of illiciV- commerce between the fexes, and 
yet omit this in* the black catalogue, chap, 
vi. 9, -or th-^t he fhould not be as zealous 
for the hondfev^of the law of marriage, and of 
the Jeventh commandment, which was evident- 
ly to maintain it, as Ezra was for that po- 

Formerly the Jews and Grceh were wont to be married 
to TWO or THREE, and even MORE wives together 
Stanley,, Hifl. of Philofophy, Tit. Socrates, p. 53> lays 
—that the occafion whereupon xhe Athenians (who from 
the time of Cec> ops had ftridly obferved i'lngle marriage) 
‘‘ allowed bigamy in the time of Socrates^ was, that in 
the fecond year of the S/ih Olympiad, and the 3d of 
the 88th, Athens was vifitcd extremely by xhcpejlilenee^ 
which, attended by war and famine, occalioncd fo great 
fcarcity of men, that they made an edid, for any that 
would, to take two wives. Euripides made ufe of this 
“ indulgence, and that alio did fj, is aitefted^by 

Satyrus the Peripatetic and Hiernonyrnus the Rhodian^ 
who recorded the order; to which Atheneeus imputes 
“ the filence of the comic poets in this particular, who 
omitted no grounds of reproach.” 

However, it is much to be doubted, whether Cecrops 
did any more than inftitute marriage, itfelf among the 
Grecians^ who, before his time, lived promifcuoully, and 
coupled as their fancy led them. See Ant. Univ. Hift- 

vol. vi. p. 175. After all, as Cecrops is fuppofed to 

have been cotemporary with Moses, it is not very pro-* 
• bable, that we fliould meet with any accounts of him, 
which can be depended upon. 


fitivc 
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iitive law of Deut, vii. 3 , againft the marry- 
ing with heathens. Ezra made the "Jews put 
away the wives which they had illegally taken 
and even the very children which they had by 
them j How is it that Paul, polygamy was 
linful, did not make the Gentile and the yew- 
ijh converts put away every wife, but the JirJt., 
and annul every polygamous contraBf Why 
not fay, that being the husband of one wife ve a?. 
as neceflary to the being a Chrijiian, as to be 
chofen a Bijhop or Deacon ? for“it certainly 
was, if polygamy be Jinful . fohn the Baptijl, 
at the expence of his liberty, and a^*^rwards 
of his life, honeftly, openly, fn ’:'&ds that it 
was out of the reach of all coihmentators to 
Ibphidicate, or give more than one meaning 
to, told Herod, with refpedt to Herodias, his 
brother Philip's wife — It is not lawj'ul J'or thee 
to have her. But how could Paul, with truth, 
fay to the Ephejians, the Corinthians, or any 
other people amongft whom he miniftered — 
I have not Jhunned to declare unto you, 

Tvjy jSouAvjv, ALL (the whole) counfel oj' God 
-—if polygamy were a fin, and he did not as 
openly and plainly declare againft it, as he did 
againft^. every other flefhly tranfgreffion of 
God’s pure and holy law ? That he has no 
were done this, I may fay — res ipfa indicat. 

As for taking a text here or there, detach- 
ing it from the context, and the context itfelf 
from the reft of the Bible ; then chufing out 
a fingle fentence, or word in a fente7ice, this too 
without any reference to the original Hebrew 
or Greek, and becaufe it feems to found that 
•way, to make it a proof of fome opinion we 

hav« 
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have been taught to hold ; it is that fort of 
criticifm which may make the feripture prove 
any thing, and every thing, juft as fancy- 
leads, and, in fhort, muft render the ferip- 
tures themfelves as vague and indeterminate 
as the minds of men are. 

Wetjiein, Prol. p. 146, fpeaks of “ certain 
doBors — qui, negleBa conneBione contextus 
“ Jacriyjingulas pericopas tanquam Jingulas Jen- 
tentias, quaji totidem aphorifmos conjide- 
f‘ rant ut\!ta liber ius Jure phantajia indulgere, 
atque quidlibet^ ex quoUbet efficere pojjint .” — 
** "W ..neglecting the connection of the 
facred edr-text, confider all the feyeral ver- 
“ fes, as finglb.fentences by themfelves, and 
as fo many aphorijms, or general maxims^, 
fo that they may the more freely indulge 
• ‘ their own fancy, and make what they 
pleafe from what they pleafe.” 

Whoever has red the hiftory of that re- 
noicned worthy, Alderman Whittington, whofe 
biographer tells us that he was twice Lord 
Mayor of London, may recolleCt a circum- 
ftance in that great man’s life, which affords 
an exemplification of the aptnefs which pof- 
felfes the human mind, to interpret found* 
into that particular fenje which Us own pre- 
judices, however imbibed, wifh to put upon 
them. It is faid that Whittington, being an 
apprentice in the city, left his mailer with 
an intent to go into the country. It be- 
ing about the time of evening, he fat him- 
felf down foraewhere in the Ikirts of the 
town j his ear was caught with the ringing 
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of fix bdlst he liftened attentively to theiji, 
’till at laft he perfuaded himfelf that they 
proclaimed his future greatnefs in the fol- 
lowing founds : 

I 23 4 5 6 

“ Turn again Whittington, 

I 23456 
“ Lord Mayor of London.’'' 

He was fo captivated with the crnceit, that 
he not only imagined the bells *^laid this to. 
him, but that all who heard ‘them mu^ give 
their peal the fame interpretctioj'i’ and, no 
doubt, under (itch a prepolTefi'in, it would 
have been almoil: impqffible to have perfuaded 
him to the contrary. 

So, when rqen have been brought up under 
the prejudices of vulgar opinion and common^ 
error, and have their minds fwayed and bi- 
affed by long cuftom to one certain train ot 
thinking, they have but to meet with a text 
in feripture which feems to echo to their 
fenfe of things, that fenfe will immediately 
chime in with the found, and both together, 
almofl beyond the power of convi(fl;ion to the 
contrary, confirm them Hill more llrongly 
in their fentiments.. What thefe may hap- 
pen to be, makes very little difference—- 

% <c w"e have an homely Englifli proverb, which fays 
it — ‘ A5 the fool thinks, the bell clinks’ — A proverb 
applicable, in our opinion, to all arguments founded 
on the and arbitifary meaning of words.’’ Lond. 
^Review for 1778, p. 75. 


whether 
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whether it be tranfubjiantiiition — graying to 
faints — worfhipping images — the dodtrine of 
purgatory — or, “ though polygamy was allowed 
“ under the law, it is forbidden under the 
“ — or, in iliort, any other popular 

prejudice : they will always adl towards 
fcripture as W hittington did with the bells, 
till that liberality of mind, which ought to 
pollefs us, as the privilege of thinking and 
reafonable beings, opens the way to free en- 
quiry — then,tand not till then, we lhall be 
noble like the Bureaus, Adis xvii. ii. who 
would lie - longer be led by their own pre- 
judices, or pitj^diced by other people’s opini- 
ons, but received the word of God with all 
readinefs of mind, and fearched the feriptures 
daily, whether thofe things (which they heard 
preached by Baul) were fo. The feriptures 
which thefe Jews at Berea fearched fo dili- 
gently, mull have been the feriptures of the 
Old Teftament; no others, if written, could 
then have come to their hands ; but they 
compared the New Teftament as preached by 
Paul, with the Old Teftament of Mofes and 
the prophets, that they might judge whether 
the things he declared to them were of divine 
authority, anfwerable to former revelations of 
God’s mind and will, or not. This is the 
method which I have endeavoured to obferve 
throughout this book, and which I moft lin- 
cerely recommend to every reader, as well as 
to every perfon who whhes to know and to do 
the will of God. If once we detach the 

New • 
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New Teftament from the Old Tellament; 
there is not a fingle herejy that will not find 
fomething to fay for itfelf, perhaps more than 
we may be able very eafily to anlwer. But 
let us carry what we hear to the Old Tefta- 
ment j if it exadly* tallies with that, we may 
be fure it is a right interpretation of the New 
Teftament ; if otherwife, it muft be falfej 
becaufe the mind and will of God can never 
vary, difagree with, or contradid itfelf. I do 
not fay thefe things with regard to any par- 
ticular dodrine of the New Teftament, but 
with tefped to the whole.— ^The dottrine of 
a trinity in unity— xht incarnation — birth — life 
— teaching — miracles— fuferings — death — bu- 
rial — reJurreBion — afcenjion — glorfcation, and 
inter cejjion of Jfus Chrijly together with the 
afped thefe things bear towards the falvationt 
of mankind, if only related in a book, no fin- 
gle article of which was ever heard or thought 
of for four thoujand years together, would 
challenge little more of my affcnt or belief^ 
than the Koran of Mahomet, the Zend, or 
Zend-avejia of Confucius, or the Shajler of 
the Bramins. But when I compare thefe 
things with what is contained in the Old 
Teftament, to which the New Teftament fo 
often refers for their truth, I then can no 

* “ The gofpcl is the beft comment upon the lavj, and 
the law is the beft expofitor of the gofpel : they are 
like a pair of indentures, they anfwer in every part : 
their harmony is wonderful, and is of itfelf a convic- 
“ tion. No human contrivance could have reached it.’* 
^I^ejlies Works, vol. i. p. 75. 


more 
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rnore fuppofe them to be falfe, than I can 
fuppofe it poffible for men to fee into futurity, 
exactly delineate what is to happen ages be- 
fore it comes to pafs, and fo exactly, as that 
the event lhall be a literal fulfilment of all 
that is foretold, unlefs He who is perfeB in 
knowledge hath made a revelation or dii'covery 
of things which no mortal wifdom or fore- 
fight could have ever otherwife been ac- 
quainted with. Therefore, when we com- 
pare the Nttw Teftament with the Old, we 
may be afifured tjiat it is as impoflible to be 
falfe, a^’that a dozen dice Ihould be thrown the 
fame numb^t for a * million times running ; 
no hazard or\$fualty could bring fuch a 
thing within the moft acute calculation of 
chance; therefore I conclude, that nothing 
(hort of infinite wijdom and divine contrivance 
could ever fijrft declare y and then fulfil, the 
wondrous things which are written in Mofes 
and the prophets. When therefore I hear of 
a doctrine as taught in the New Teftament, 
I am certain, if it be true, it mull accord 
with the fcriptures of the Old Teftament. 
Thither I carry it j if I find it does not ex- 
actly tally with what I find there, I jm cer- 
tain it is falfe, and muft arife from fomc mif- 
conception, and, of courfe, fome mifinter- 
pretation oF the paflage where it is fuppofed 
to be found. 1 am told that fin is a tranfgtef- 
fion of the law ; when I hear it aflerted that 
polygamy is finfiul, I confult the law ; if it be 

forbidden there, I agree to the finfulnfs of it; 

* 

* For which reafon, an infidel may be ftyled, the 
moil CREDULOUS OF MORTALS. 

if 
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if not forbidden there, but “}* allowed, I find 
myfelf reduced to this dilemma — either the 
afferter of fuch a propofition, who fays he 
takes it from the New Teftament, is mijiakeii, 
which is probable, or the New Teftament 
muft contradiSl the law, which is impojjible. 

With refpedt to what is frequently urged 
againft polygamy among Chrijiiansi that “ tho’ 
“ it was allowed by the law of Mofes, yet it 
“ is forbidden by the law of Chrif’’ — by which 
Christ is made a repealer of uhe old, and a 
giver of a new law — it fo aftedls His charaOlcr 
as the Mejjiah, as to render I^im, if-it be true, 
not the perfon which Mofes the prophets 
reprefent Him, or what He^^ep refen ted Him- 
lelf to be. The difcuflion, therefore, of this 
horrid poftion requires, and lhall have, a 
chapter by itfelf. 

At prefent, I will advert to an argument 
taken from the New Teftament, to prove the 
unlawfulnefs of polygamy among Chrif ians, 
though allowed to the fews under the Old 
Teftament. St. Paul, * hph. v. 31,32. and in 

fome 

t “ L^x Hehrcea oninem fpurcitiejn inhiheti^ fed plures uni 

loncedit uxorcs,*^ Grotius. The law re- 

ftrains all filthincfs, but allows a plurality of wives to 
one man.” 

* That marriage may be looked upon in a typical view, 
with refpedl to the union of Christ with the church, 
appears very clearly from this feripture, and the others 
referred to but in this view of the matter, polygamy and 
monogamy were equally typical — the former^ of the churchy 
as confining of fews and Gentllesy and of the many and 
various individual believers among them— the latter y of 
the whole company of believersy collectively confidered, 

as 
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fome other paffages, reprefents marriage as a 
figure or reprefentation of Chyiji and Hii 
churchy which is but one : whereas, haviiig 
more whies than one at a time, deftroys the 
analogy which the marria^re-ftate bears to 
Christ and His church. In anfwer to which, 
I would alk. If Christ and His church were 
not as much one under the Old Teftament as 
under the New Teflament ? If. liv. 5. 7 hy 
Maker is thine husband^ the Lord of Hojls is 
his name ; the of the whole earth /hall He 

be called. Seealfo Jer. iii. 14# 20. T\\^ churchy 
taken colhBively, is But one } but dijlributively, 
it confifts of many. Rom. xii. 5. PFe being 
manyy are one bodyfn Christ — and i Cor. 
xii. 12. For as the a^y is one, and hath majiy 
members y and all the members of that one body 
being manyy are one bodyy fo alfo is Christ. 
So that the argument againft polygamy, taken 
from the unioii and unity of Christ and His 
churchy rather leans the other way ; unlefs, 
contrary to fcripture and fail, it could be 
proved that the church confided but of one 
member j whereas it confifts of many, and yet 
is but one body — one houjhold — Eph. ii. 19. 
One family, even though the faints in heaven 
be alfo taken into the account. Eph! iii.’i 5. 
The bride or fpoufe of Christ is but owr— » 

i. e. one church ; yet every member of that 
church is as diftin^ly tht j/oufe of Christ, 
as really married to Him that rofe from the 

as making but ent body., of which Christ is the head; 
Comp. Rom. xii. 5. i Cor. xii. 2. with Eph. i. 23- 

ii. 21, 22. 

Vox.. I. R dead 
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dead (Rom. vii. 4.) as the ’whole is, eol- 
le<n:ively confidered. Surely thefe fcriptural 
illuftrations of the nature of the marriage- 
bond, afford a complete anfwer to that quef- 
tion, “ If a man hath tvoo wives, how can 
he be one jiejh with Both — or each one fieJJ^ 
“ with him ?” See Eph. v. 30. 

We alfo read not only of the church of 
Christ in the Jingular number, hut of the. 
churchesof in tht plural, 2 ho\xt forty 

times in the NewTeftamenth which, by the 
way, is at lead as conclufive an argument for 
polygamy, as the athcr is agcdnjl itC' 

From the making and His church 

an emblem of marriage^/ox marriage an em- 
blem of Christ and His church, fome have 
looked upon it as z facr ament . There is cer- 
tainly an outward Jign of fomething_y^/r/Vz/<r/i 
but as there wants that which is elfentially 
necelTary to make it a facrament, which is 
God’s own appointment of it as fuch, the 
more fcriptural profeffors of Chrijlianity re- 
ject it. For the fame reafon I would rejeft 
thofe arguments againft polygamy-, which are 
drawn from the union of Chrifi and His church, 
becaufe God has no where eftablifhed their 
authority, (that I can find) cither in the Old 
Teftamcnt or the New, Thefe arguments , 
would have been juft as conclufive under the 
former as under the latter. The church ia 
called the married wife. If liv. i. Her Re- 
deemer, the Lord of hofs, is called her 
Husband, ver. 5 ; but never did Ifaiaf, nor 
any other of tho prophets, ulb this as an argu- 

-ment < 
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tnent againft the polygamy of the people. If 
this was not done, or fo much as hinted at^ 
under the Old Teftament, why are we to con- 
ceive it to be done under the New, when the 
fame things and perfons are equally repre- 
fen-ted under both ? 

Had polygamy been intended to have been 
condemned under the New-Teftam. nt dif- 
penfation, I fhould humbly fuppofe that our 
Lord would have put the matter out of 
quellion by 'vords too plain to admit of the 
leaft difpute : that He whofc kins were girt 
about ’tt-ith faithfulnefs (If. xi. 5.) would have 
been at leaf! as faithful to His hearers of the 
loji Jloeep of the ^/Israel, to whom He 

was fo immediatelV lent (Matt. xv. 24.) and 
fpoken to them in as plain and unequivocal 
terms as fohn the Baptiji did to Herod, upon 
the fubjedl of his brother Philip’s wife f Matt. 
xiv. 4.) There cannot be the leafl doubt, that 
numbers of our Lord’s multitudes of hearers 
'wt.rtpolygamifis — all in principle- — many i n prac- 
tice i nor can it be doubteu, that if this was 
againft the law *of marriage, the law of the 
feventh commandment, or any other pofitive 
law of God, it muft be a mortal, damnable 
* lin, involving the 7 nan as well as* the woman 

in 

* St. Augujline, lib. xxii. c. 47. againft FauJIus, fays 
of polygamy — “ ^uando mos erat crimen non erat."— 
‘‘ When it was a cuftoin, it was no crime.” — How this 
great man could be capable of fuch an abfurdity is afto- 
nil^ng. — The idea of a firful a£f lofing its crinnnality 
from cuflom, oc the frequency of the commiHion of it, 
leaves little room for God’s command, Exod. xxiii. 2. 

R 2 Thou 
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ill dcHrudlion and perdition. P^a/ could de- 
clare openly, that if a womariy living her bus- 
hand, be married to another, Jhe Jloall be called 
an aduherefs, and vouches the law of God for 


7 hou Jhatt not follow a multitude fo do evil. Nunc, pr opt ere a 
crimen ejl.^ faith he, quia mot non “ Now it is a 
crime, becaufe not cuftomary.” 

St. Chryjojlotn's 2iCco\int the matter is much more 
confiftent with fcripture and common fenfe, when, 
fpcaking of jlbraham and Hagar^ he fays — ii^i*7rob yelp 
TAvjet ro}i Kiitawlo — Thefe things were \Qt then forbidden. 
Indeed Augujiine^ in other parts of his writings, fpeaks 
^much in the fame manner. There was (fays he) a 
“ hlamelefs cuftom of one man having many wives — for 
“ there are many things which ai that time might be 
done in a way of which n^' cannot be done but 
licentioujly — becaufc, for the jffa of multiplying pofte- 
‘‘ rity, no law forbad a pluraliTy of wives/* See Grot, 
tie Jur. vol. i, p. 268. note 

St. Auflin.^ like others of the fathers, feem to have fopr 
pofed that the command, Be fruitful and multiply — and 
the allowance of polygamy &s a means of fulfilling it, 
went hand in hand together: — that as that command — 
Ratione multitudinis Hberorum, pertinuit ad tempora 
ante Christum : non ad nos qui aiio vivimus *vo-"* 
“ quia hodie, repleto mundo, non tarn neceffarium fit 
“ quam olim — mundum non defiderare illud crefeite lA 
‘‘ multiplicamini** — therefore the allowance of polygamy 
ceafed with the neceflity of the command which it accom- 
panied. 

7 'hus, as is ufual, one abfurdity begat another. Thofe 
who could be perfuaded, that the command for the pro- 
pagation of the human fpecies was only obligatory on 
iormer :io:cs, might veiy confiftently fuppofe, that even 
n>.\iriacrc itfeH had very little to do with Chri/lianSy and 
thcit tiu relore pohgafny became an ruzV, which they al- 
(o have been ;i lavful thing, and even duty.^ in tijrn^^ 
Sneh arc the > //v 9 f/ — the fahellas — 

iVi-incr/^ j’-rus— which the fathers told, till they 
h liev .\i thernj on :hcir authority, they are belifevea 
r.. ihi; ^ 

his 
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bis authority, Rom. vii. i, 2, 3. How is it 
that Christ did not openly fay the fame 
thing on the part of the man ? — Becaufe, if 
He had. He could not have vouched the law of 
God for his authority ; and for the fame rea-r 
fon , that he could not fay it, he could not 
think it, for God’s law was within his hearty 
Pf. xl. 8. and no thought could ever be in the 
pure and perfe 6 l heart of Christ, but what 
was exadlly <^onformable, in all things, to the 
pure and petfeSl law of God. Let us then 
carry i^hat ouk Lord faith againft divorce. 
Matt, xix- 9. to the law and to the tefimony, 
and it can no more conclude poly gamy, 

limply conlidere&wthan it concludes againft 
bigamy, or a man’s ^rrying z fecond wife after 
the death of his firji, and being twice married. 
Some of the primitive fathers cited it, to 
prove that every fecond marriage was adultery •, 
but here their learned and pious advocate, 
f)r. Cave, does allow, that they ftretched 
** theftring till it cracked again.’' 

I might alfo obferve, that, if polygamy was 
a fin, and even a national fin, an epidemical 
tranlgreffion of the law of God, it is very 
extraordinary that our Lord’s f§re~runnef, 
John the Baptif, who came to preach repent^ 
once, Ihould not mention, nor even hint at 
it ; for his commiflion ran thus-?-Lukei. 17. 
To turn the hearts of the fathers unto the 
children, the difobedient to the wijdom of the 
jujl i to make ready a people prepared for the 
Lord. It is faid of him. Matt. xvii. 11, 

R 3 that 
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that he Should refiore or reform (<xsro>t«T«0itffi) 
^// things. 

No man could have a fairer opportunity 
to bear his teftimony againft a national fn, 
than the Baptiji had ; for it is faid (Matt,'* 
iii. 5.) Then went out to him ’Jeriifaleni', and a'i 
fudea, and all the region round about for dan ; 
ai)d among the numbers who were baptized Oj 
him in Jordan, conf effing their fns (ver. 6.) 
there were many harlots (chap. yxi. 32.) So 
that it is evident he did not fpare to inveigh 
moft iharply againft the finj of flejhly unclean- 
nefs% had polygamy been of this kind, he 
doubtlefs would have preaqhed againft it, 
which, if he had, fome tracf/ would moft pro- 
bably have been left of as there is of his 
preaching againft the fin of whoredom, by the 
harlots {ki * Tropvai) being faid to believe on him', 
which they certainly would not have done, 
any more than the Scribes ^ndPharifees (Matt, 
xxi. 32.) if the preacher had not awakened, 
them to a deep and real fenfe of theit guilt, 
by fetting forth the heinoufnefs of their fin. 
He exerted his eloquence alfo againft public 
grievances, fuch as the extortion of the public 
ojficers of the revenue — the publicans-^Ti'h.teA/u.t 
— tax-gatherers — likewife againft the oppref- 
five methods ufed by the foldiery, who made 
it a cuftom either to take people’s goods by 
violence, or to defraud them of their property, 

* The word Tspri/ may fignify leivd women pt all 
forts. .... 



I *47 ] 

Ijy extorting it under the /error of falfe acaifar 
iion. Thefe were public grievances y againif 
which the Baptiji bore fo open a teflimony, 
that the publicans and foldiers came to him, 
faying — What Jhall ive do? This being the 
is it conceivable that a man of the Bap-- 
tiji\ character, who was fo zealous for the ho- 
nour of the law, as to reprove even a king to 
his face for adultery, fhould fuffer, if polygamy 
he adultery, a vohole nation, as it were, of 
public adulterers, to ftand before him, and not 
bear t|ie leaft teftiinony again!! them ? I do 
not fay this is a conclu/he, but it is furely a 
very ftrong prcfiimptive argument, th^'t in the 
Baptiji\ views o*Cthe matter, polygamy, a:hore-^ 
dom, and adult ery^s^xt by no means the fame 
thing. N 

Having finiflted, for the prefent, what I 
had to fay on the fubjedt oi polygamy, as fup- 
pofed to be condemned by the New Tefta- 
inent,Imuft return back to theOldTeftament, 
to fhew that polygamy was not only allowed 
in all cafes, but in fome commanded. The ly-ft 
inftance of this which I fhall mention, is 
'fft^ith refpedt to the law, Deut. xxv. 5 — 10. 
^brethren dwell * together, and one of them die, 
and have no child, the wife of the dead Jhall not 
marry without unto a Jira 7 iger : her hujband's 
brother Jhall go in unto her, and take her to him 
to wife, and perform the duty of an hufbaitd's 

* They are faid to dwell together, not only who were 
jn the fme family, but in the fame country. Gen. xiii. 

5, 6. 

R4 
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brother unto her. And it jhall be that the 
born which jhe beareth, Jhall fucceed in the name 
of his brother which is deadt that his name be not 
Jut out of Jfrael, &c. 

This kw muft certainly be looked 
exception from the general law ifSit 
xviii. j6.) and the reafon of it appears in the 
Jaw itfclf, viz. “ To preferve inheritances in 

the families to which they belonged.” 
Therefore all lands which had been mort- 
gaged, were to return back to the owner at 
the yesr of jubilee. See Lev. xxv. z.5, 28. 
See alfo a fpecial provifion againft the aliena-? 
tion of lands from the tribe to which thdy be- 
longed, Numb, xxxvi. 2 — 19. This was of 
the utmoll confcquence ir. the defigns of Pro- 
vidence refpe(!ling the Messiah, whofe^^e^e- 
alogy, with refpedt to his being of the feed of 
graham — the tribe of fudah — the family of 
David, was not more afeertajned by his lineal 
defeent, than by the prefervation of Bethlehem 
Ephrata in the tribe of Judah, and family of 
David. By which it came to pafs, that 
the prophecy concerning the very place of 
the Messiah’s birth was literally fulfilled 
(Gomp. Mic. V. 2. with Matt. ii. 4, 5, 6, 
and Luke ii. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7.) Tfie JewiJh ^ doc- 
tors ^ as Mr. Selden, in his Uxor Habrmca, and 
others after him, obferye, made feverai ex- 

* Their connments on the Old Tejiament zre abo\it as 
jTiuch to be depended upon, in general, as the p9§ijh 
comments upon the See Fulk op Khmijh 

fnent — per tot. 


peptions 
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c:eptIons to this law j but as the text makes 
nonet I know not that we are warranted in 
making any, Biihop Burnet feems to have 
had a right view of the matter, in his obferva- 
tion on the generality of this law. His 
- art-— Yea, polygamy was made, in 
ibme cafes, a duty by Mofes's law; when 
“ any died without iffue, his brother. Or 
** nearell kinfman, was to marry his wife, 
“ for raifingi up feed to him ; and all were 
** obliged to obey this, under the hazard of 
'* infatpy if they, refufed ; neither is there 
“ any exceptions made for fuch as were mar- 
** ried ; from whence I may faithfully con- 
“ elude, that wh^t God made neceJJ'ary in 
fome cafes, to aiv degree, can in no cafe 
be Jir^ul in itfelj\ ftnee God is holy in all 
his ways. And thus far it appears that 
polygamy is not contrary to the law and 
** nature of marriage.” 

1 am indebted for the above quotation to 
the * before-mentioned reverend Dean\ book 
pn polygamy, wherein the Dean feems a little 
comforted by the Bijhop's having faid, that 
“ he was at a diftance from his books and 
** papers, when he gave his opinion on this 
“ point.”r — ** This,” adds he, “ was the beft 
“ excufe that could be given for fo rafli a 
“ decilion, which it would have been for 
“ the honour of his reading to have re- 
** tr^ed, and which, I fincerejy wiih he 

f ^ce before, p. ji6. 

** had 
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** had retraded, when he returned to his 
** books.” 

The good Dean, in his zeal againfl: poly- 
gamy, don’t give himfelf time to conlider 
the foundnefs of the learned prelates opi- 
nion. 

As there was no law again ft polygamy, there 
was nothing to exempt a married man from 
the obligation of marrying his brother s wi- 
dow on this account j for if fo, (things might 
have been fo fituated, that Bethlehem might 
have gone away into fome other famiiy than 
that of David, into fome .other tribe than 
that of ‘Judah, and, of courfe, Jofeph and Ms 
wife Mary have gone elfevhcre to be taxed 
for this might evidently^have been the confe- 
quence of the widow and the inheritance going 
into the hands of a firanger. But God fays 
•‘—I’he wife of the dead jloall not marry without 
unto a f ranger — her hujband's brother Jhall go 
in unto her, &c. Here is a negative claufe, 
pofitively declaring whom fhe fliall not mar- 
ry, and an affirmative claufe, as pofitively de- 
claring whom flie ffialL Now let us fup- 
pofe, that not only the furviving brother, 
but all the near kinfnen, to whom the mar- 
riage of the widow, and the redemption of 
the inheritance belonged, were married men', 
if that exempted them from the obligation 
of this law — ‘as they could not redeem the in- 
heritance, unlefs they married the widow 
(Ruth iv. 5.) — the end of this important 
law muft in many cafes be defeated—the wi- 
dow 
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dow be tempted to marry a ftranger— to put 
berfelf and the inheritance into nis hands—— 
and the whole reafon affigned for the law it- 
fclf,|that of raifmg up feed to the deceafed, to 
prt4rve the inheritance in his family, that 
diti name be not put out of Ifrael — fall to the 
ground. For which weighty reafons, as 
there was evidently no law agaujft polygamyt 
there could be no exemption of a man from 
the politive d^ty of this law becaufe he was 
married. As we fay — ubi eadem ratio ibi idenf 
Jus. 

But the learned Dean, in order to ovet- 
throw all the Btjhop's reafoning on the fub- 
jedl, obferves frorn Seiden's Ux. Heb. that 
“ the Chaldee parap^rad, the Midrajh, and 
“ fofephus, agree, trnit this was fhe feafort 
“ why Mahlons next kinfman refufed to re- 

deem Ruth, his widow, viz. — Becaufe it 
“ was not lawful for him to marry her, having 
“ a wife of his own," That people Ihould in- 
vent reafons for men’s actions, where none 
are given, is not fo furprizing as overlooking 
the reafons that are given, and fubftituting 
others which do not appear to be fo much as 
thought of by the parties themfelves. ^This 
is the cafe here — Mahlons next *kinfman is 
applied to, as by law he ought to have been, 
to buy Mahlon^ inheritance, and to marry 
Ruth his widow ; his anfwer is neither more 
nor lefs than this—** I cannot redeem it for 
** myfelf, left I mar my own inheritance."-— • 
Jdow thefe words relate to the lawfulnefs or 

unlawjulnefs 


3 
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unla’wfulnefs of the matter, was rcferved for 
the ingenuity of modern interpreters to 
make out — that they may, and moft probably 
do, relate to the expediency or inexpediency of 
fuch a ftep, the kinfman^ prefent circum- 
ftances conildered, may be eafily inferred 
from the words of the reafon given. The 
kinfman might be married, perhaps have many 
children, and but a fmall provifion for them 
-—therefore, when he hears of^ not only dif- 
burfing the redemption-price for Mahloriz 
parcel of land, but that ,this could^^ot be 
done, without marrying a very poor young 
woman, by whom he might' have another nu- 
merous family of children^, which he could 
not maintain, educate, a provide for, out of 
the fmall parcel of lana which was * Elime- 
lecb'St but muft diminilh his own inherit- 
ance of which he was polTeffed, to the da- 
mage of his other family, he prudently de- 
clines the kinfman s part — left ikid he, I mar 
mine own inheritance. Such a fenfe as this 
the words will moft certainly bear j but as 
to their meaning that the man would not 
marry Ruth — becaufe it was not lawful 
for him to marry her, having a wife of his 
“ own'— -it is a conceit, fetched even farther 
than, one would think, the utmoft unfair- 
nefs of prejudice itfelf could reach. 


• Elimelech was the father of Mahlm ; therefore the 
land is called Elimelech'^, it defeending to Mahlon from 
him. 


Since 
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Since I wrote the above, I have looked 
into Bijhop Patrick^ on Ruth iv. 6. who men- 
tions the paflage alluded to in the Chaldee 
paraphrajit and the Midrajh j and fo far from 
their appearing to fay what the Dean would 
r»iake them, there is not a word of any fuch 
thing j they put quite a different fenfe upon 
the words. As for Jofephus, I would almoft 
venture to affirm, without looking into the 
book, that he cannot fo groffiy contradift 
himfelf ; for when he is writing that part of 
the HiJ^ry of Davids where he fpeaks of his 
polygamyy he fays — Jovrcr aurco Ka/ 

ac hKOLiwuoLi vcixifxlK i^yayfTo — (God) “ giving 
“ him wives, which he jujily and lawfully 
married” Hou-^er, having confulted 
fofephus on the fubjeei, I find no fuch realbn 
affigned by the kinfman, for refufing to re- 
deem Mahlon^ land, and to marry his wi- 
dow, as the Dean aflerts. — fofephus, Antiq. 
lib. ix. c. r. § 4 . fpeaking of the kinfman % 
refufal, fays, that he rejefted the offer — 
'Etvai Se Koi/ yvvxdtx "Ksyuv civTu nxi Tct/Jctf 
** Saying, he had already a wife and chil- 
dren but not a word that it was ** un~ 
** lawful to marry another woman” ^ Not 
that Jofephus reprefcnts the matter a*s the 
Bible does, any more than the learned Dean 
rightly reprefents the fcntiments of fofephus. 
It might not be expedient for the kinjman to 
marry Ruth, as he was circumftanced ; but 
this has nothing to do with the lawfulnefs or 
unlawfulnefs of the matter, with rcfpcd: to 
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the law of -G od. Lawfulnefs expediency 
are very diftindl and different confiderations. 
See I Cor. vi. 12. iCor. x. 23. As for Mr. 
SeldeUt he, in the very paflage which the 
Dean quotes, refolves the kinjman^ refufal tp 
marry Ruth into a matter of prudence ^ and 
that for much the fame reafons which I have 
affigned above. 

The law itfelf on which we have been dif- 
courfing, was only a local and temporary infti- 
tution, and, in the very natuie of it, could 
only concern the Jews, and that only with 
regard to their peculiar fituation berore the 
coming of the Mejftah, when fo much de- 
pended on the clearnefs oi family defent and 
inheritance. It is obfer^’^ble that this law, 
though not reduced /h writing and pub- 
liflied till the time of MoJ'es, yet exifled 
among the patriarchs, as we learn from Gen. 
xxxviii. 8. 

I now fhall obferve on fome laws of more 
extenfive import, the obligation of which 
muft concern every man, and that at all times 
and places, becaufc the evident purpofe for 
which they were ordained, and the reafons 
pn which they are apparently founded, muft 
equally . concern all mankind. The laws I 
mean, are thofe already fpoken of, as made 
for the prefervation of the female fex from 
7 -uin and projlitution, by compelling every 
man to marry the virgin he lies with. The 
firft of them is to be found Exod. xxii. 16 ; 
the other Deut. xxii. 28, 29. Thefc laws 
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muft in fome cafes * command polygamy y and 
therefore, in fuch cafes, make it a duty ; for 
they are fo framed as to admit of no other 
conftrudion, confidently with the terms in 
which Mofes hath recorded them. The 
terms in which thefe laws are enaded, with 
refped to the men /educing or taking 'uirgins, 
&c. are as indefinite as words can pofiibly be : 
If a many fays our tranflation. — This mud, 
ex vi termini, mean any man whatfoever, be 
his fituatidn what it may — which is ex- 
adly the fenfe of the Hebrew O — As the 

righr underdanding of this comprehenfive 
and unlimited, word is of the utmod 
importance to the point in quedion, I will 
Jay a full and clrar explanation of it before 
the reader. 

“ This word has no relation to kind or 
“ J'pecies, though, according to its dif- 
“ ferent genders, it has lo/ex ; but is 
“ applied to almod any didind being 
“ or thing ; as, for indance, to man. 

“ &c.” See Parkburfi’s Heb. Lex. 
fub voc. — “ which,” faith he, 
denotes exifience, fubfifiencey reality." 


* Luther, de Digam. Epifeoporum, § 65, fays — 
Nota funt jura Mofaica de fratru defunSfi uxore^ 
fiUa corriipta invito patre^ qude cogunt plurlum uxorum 
ejfe virum'^ — The Mofaic laws concerning the 
“ wife of a deceafed brother, and concerning a daugh- 
ter defiled againft the father's confent, are well 
known, which cotfipcl a man to have a plurality of 
ivives.*^ 

I will* 
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J will next fubjoin the interpretation of* 
Calnjio, who, in his valuable Hebre’W Con- 
cordancOf gives us fome hundreds of texts in 
which this word occurs. 

Uf’K ** Perfona, creafura — nomen generate 
** quod elTentiam rei non dilHnguit” 
—A perfon, a creature — a rencral name^ 
•which doth not dijlivgatjb tbj ejjence of 
the thing fpoken of 

Homo generaliter coniplt clt;ns ipaf 
“ culum & foeminain.’ Mau p/ve- 
rally, including male anpi j>'onik. 

“ Quis — quilibet — aliquis — nunlqin’^que 
** — quifque — alte.^.” — JVho — ictjo/o- 
ever — any one — every one — * every 
man — any other — 

** unus ullus" 
fome one any one. 

Uf’Jt ** Sexus mafculus in qualibet animan- 
tium fpecie” cum “ mentio foemi- 
** njeadditur.” Ut Gen. vii. 2. (xxiv. 
16.) The MALE SEX in any fpecies 
of animals where the female is alfo men- 
'tioned. 

** Vir — maritus — li cum uxore confe- 
“ ratur.” Gen. iii. 6. An husband, 
a MARRIED MAN, •where joined with 
WIFE. 

* Thus it Is rendered, ^ob. xHi. Il» 

The 
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The feader has now before him the meafl- 
ing of the word wherefoever it may be 
ufed, as applicable to, or fignificant oj\ man-^ 
kind ; and by this may fee the ufe of it 
throughout the Bible where man is mentioned. 
He may alfo fee that the phrafe O — If a 

man, &c. fo far from carrying any exception 
with it, as to a man’s lituation of being married 
or unmarried, excludes all exception whatfoever 
wherever we meet with it ; therefore as much 
in the texts of Exodus and Deuteronomy as 
elfewhere. Let the reader take the Hebrew, 
or ev&R the Englijk concordance, and try the 
experiment : he will find that O in He* 
brew, and If ariy man in Englijh, are in the 
fcriptures, as in every other book I ever met 
with, as indefinite as- words can be, with re- 
lation to the fubjeft iitqueftion. 

But if no exception as to the fituation of the 
man is exprefi'ed, is it not implied? — So far 
from that, the Holy Ghofi (in this palTage 
particularly) has demonfiirably guarded againft 
any fuch implication, and this by adding the 
words not betrothed to the defeription of the 
virgin or damfel, which is done in both places. 
Exprefjio unius efi exclufioalterius — the exprejjing 
an exception with regard to the i^omait, bift 
none with refpedt to the man, proves, as far 
as the foundeft rules of conftriidtion of all laws 
can prove, that none was intended . 

Had any reftridlion of this law with regard 
to fituation of the man been intended, it 
might eafily have been exprefied, by only add- 

VoL. I. S ing 
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ing fome reJlriSiive expreflion or * epithet 
to the defcription of the man as to that of the 
damjel. But, inftead of any thing of this fort, 
we find the indefinite ; and therefore our 
tranflators have rightly rendered it a man in- 
definitely; — fothe LXX — ioLV Jf T<f — but if any 
man ; — the Latin— ^ vir — if a man ; — the 
"French of D. Martin— f quelqu un-— if any one. 
Though all the tranfators of the Bible which 
I have met with, have mpdeftly, humbly, and 
faithfully reprefented themindtof God as He 
has been pleafed to reveal it, yet fome ex- 
pofitors have ventured to. interpret ’D — 

if a man — by— an unmarried man — thus 

* The reftriflive defcription of the damfel is kV 

— non defponfata — not betrothed. But no is added to 
the defcription of the man. ^And it is very remarkable, 
that though betrothing is ufed fo often in the Bible^ it al- 
ways relates to thtwoman., never to the man^ as xhtperfon 
betrothed. The man is faid to betroth a woman.^ as Deut. 
xxviii. 30. Deut. xx. 7. &al. — fo when betrothing is 
figuratively ufed, as Hof. ii. 19, 20. But in neither 
fenfe is it once ufed in all the fcriptures pafftvely on the 
man^s fide. 

This diftinftion is alfo maintained in the New Tefta- 
ment. See Matt. i. 18. Luke i. 27 ; ii. 5. 2 Cor. xi. 2. 
This can make no difference with regard to divorce ; 
but it feems to make a conjiderable one in certain other 
refpe£fs. 

Agreeably .to the above remarks, Gronovius on Grot, dt 
"Jure. lib. ii. c. 5. § 8. n. 20. obferves, that where 
tius fpeaks of the woman's contraftingherfelf to the man, 
there is tacitly implied, that the contradl on the man’s 
“ fide is not by nature but from pofitive injlitutiond' 
See before, p. 22* n. This muftmean human inftitutiony 
for there is no trace of fuch a thing in the Ribbe^ as the 
confinement of the word to the fide of the woman 
fufficiently demonftrates. 

3 corrupting 
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corrupting the paflage by an interpolatioftj 
not only unwarranted by the Hebrew texty 
but by every tranflation of it extant. This 
method of interpreting fcripture, not by 
fcripture, but by our own prejudiced imagi- 
nations, is making the word of God to mean 
any thing and every thing which fancy may 
invent ; and rendering it — inftead of a Juri 
word of prophecy , to the which we do well to take 
heed, as unto a light that fiineth in a dark place, 
2 Pet. i. 19. — a fort of ignis fatuus, by no means 
to be depended on for a director and guide, in 
fo awtftiil a concern.as therein is propofed to 
every , man to whom that word fliall come. 

The only tliadow of excufe for fuch an in- 
terpretation, or rather corruption of the paf- 
fages above mentioned, is the being able to 
produce fome pofitive'law againft a man's 
having more wives than one at a time ; and 
then, in order to make God’s laws agree to- 
gether, it may be thought reafonable to re- 
flrain the indefinite expreflion O — if a 

man, in Exodus and Heutercnomy, to unmarried 
men only. But as the firji is irnpoflible, the 
fecond is without, and indeed againft, all au- 
thority from the law of God; for that it al- 
lowed polygamy, is juft as clear as that i(» 
allowed marriage. Therefore the confequence 
is, that the expreflion in queftion being 
general, without limitation or exception with 
relped: to the fituation of the man, as married 
or unmarried, it muft in fome cafes command 
polygamy, and therefore make it a duty. This 
conlequence muft be allowed, if we let fcrip- 

S 2 ture 



[ 26o ] 

ture fpeak for itfelf ; it could not be avoided 
by any other means than a mans refraining 
entirely from the other fex, or, if he married, 
contenting himfelf with one ’Vi'ife. If a man 
went farther than this, he muft take the con- 
fequence. — But as God would not fuffer a 
whore of the daughters of Ifrael, fo he made 
' thefe laws to prevent their being expofed to 
proftitution by men’s taking them, and then 
putting them away. This was juft as likely 
to be the cafe where married men were con- 
cerned, as where others were •, therefore pofi- 
tively forbidden as to both alike. 

• That there were fome ingredients in thefe 
laws, of the ceremonial, local, or temporary 
kind — as the payment of the fifty fiiekels to the 
father — we do not deny; but that the morality 
of thefe laws muft fufvive as long as morality 
itfelf exifts, is as clear, as that expofing a 
woman to proftitution and ruin muft at all 
times be equally hateful in the fight of God, 
and therefore at all times equally provided 
againft by thefe humane and fajutary laws. 

In confirmation of what is here faid, I 
would lay it down as a rule in all cafes, that 
wherever amoral intendment appears to be in- 
volved in the words of a ritual, .ceremonial or 
local and temporary inftitution, there, though 
the letter of the law itfelf can have no place 
among us, yet the fpirit and moral intentmi 
muft furvive as long as the world endures. ' 
For inftance, it is written, Deut. xxv. 4. Tdhou 
fioalt not muzzle the ox when he treadeth out 
'the corn. By this we muft fuppofe, that it 

was 
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was the cuftom in thofe days, and in that 
part of the world, to lay the Jljcaves on the 
jioor, and to get the cdrn out by the treading 
or trampling of * oxen. We get the coi'ii out 
of the Jheaves by threjhing with Jiails there- 
fore the letter of the law above mentioned has 
nothing to do with us. But the fpirit of 
this law being of a moral nature, and to teach 
us, that thofe who labour in the word and doc- 
trine are to Ikve of their labours, for that the 
labourer ts worthy of his reward — this law is 
itleIT^>s^uoted by ^t. Paul, l • Cor. ix. 9. 
I Tim. V. 18. as a proof that they who 
preach the gofpet f:iou!d live of the gofpel. 
I Cor. ix. 14. From whence, as from other 
inftances which might be mentioned, I infer, 
that though a law itfflf, or fome part of it, 
may have vaniilied as to the letter, yet it may, 
or rather muf, furvive as to the fpirit of it. 

Shall we fay, that we muft conftrue the 
words — if any man — to mean unmarried men 
only, becaufe, though God’s laws do not 
forbid polygamy, yet ours do ? To imagine 
that our laws are to controul the laws of God, 
is a blafphemous arrogance, in comparifon 
of which. Cardinal IVolfey^ — Ego et. Rex 
Me us — is humility itfelf in the very abftrad;. 
The law of the land is fuch, that a married 
Pnglifhman cannot publicly and openly marry 
the virgin he has feduced or taken ; he cannot 

* Kolben tells us, that this pra£tice is obferved at the 
Cape of Good Hope^ (vol. ii. p. 73 ) and adds — ’tis moft 
‘‘ certain, that corn is much more expeditioufly got out 
of the ears by the treading of horfes or oxen^ than it is 
by threjhing* A team of eight horfes or oxen will tread 
out more corn in a few hours, than a do2:en met) can 
‘‘ threfii out in a whole day.’’ 
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[ 262 ] 

obey the letter therefore of thefe laws of 
God, as the Jews could have done ; but he 
can and ought to make them the law of his 
confciencc ; and if he has taken a virgin, 6cc. 
he can, according to fpirit of thefe laws, 
maintain, protetfl, and provide for her, and, if 
he furvives his prefent engagement, marry her 
publicly in preference to all other women 
upon earth. — Thus would one great end of 
this law be anfwered, and millions be pre- 
ferved from deftrudion. If indeed the wo- 
man is profligate enough *o forfake the man, 
and voluntarily unite herfelf with another, 
Ihe is guilty of tranfgrefling thefe laws of 
God, as in other cafes of adultery: for, the 
fame reafon which is given why the man 
Jl^all not put her away All his days, viz. becaufe 
he hath humbled her, goes to what is alfo faid 
of the w .'man— y/lf (loall he his wife — (he cer- 
tainly therefore is his wife in God’s fight, 
and whofoever toucheth her Jloall not be innocent, 
Prov. vi. 29 . 

I fome lime ago met with two fermons, 
which were preached, and afterwards printed, 
on occaiion of palling the marriage-aB . The 
learned author, fpeaking of polygamy, ex- 
prefl'es himfelf as follows; — “We find like- 
“ wife in thofe early times, and afterwards, 
“ that polygamy was partly indulged, but 
“ only upon eextodw ■ typical occafions, and 
“ then only among the patriarchs and fome 
“ of the kings, who were all exprefs types of 
“ Christ in their feveral marriages ; and in 
“ this refpedt they each typified and pre- 
figure4 Christ’s marrying the JewiJh 
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church, and the fevcral churches of the 
“ Heathen nations, which, under the go/pel, 
were all defigned to make but one church or 
“ one Jpoufe ; therefore, under the gojpel, po- 
“ lygamy ceafes, and but one 'wife is allowed.” 

If this author will examine his Bible a lit- 
tle more clofely, he will find himfelf mif- 
taken both in his premifes, and in his conclii- 
Jion. In the firft place, it cannot be true 
that “ polygamy was partly indulged, only 
upon fome typical occafions, and then only 
“ SR^ng the patriarchs and fome of the 
“ kings.”— Tihis appears from the law, Deut. 
xxi. 15. which was enadled after the patri- 
archal age had ceafed, and many ages before 
there was a king in Ifrael. That law is framed 
in general terms, fo as.|o include any and every 
man — that has t^wo wives : — it does not fay, if 
a patriarch or king hath two wives — but — 
CD’tyi ’nty P’nn O — literally — “ if 

there be to a man”— ox — as we tranflate it 
— “ if a man have — two wives” See Taylor 
Concor. fub voc. n’H, N“ 82. It is appa- 
rent, then, that the law being general, it was 
meant to regulate a general pradlice. It is 
alfo untrue in point of fa£l, that “ polygat^y 
“ was partly indulged only to patriarchs and 
** fome of the kings ” witnefs Elkanah, who 
was neither patriarch nor * king, but a Ee- 

* Soitisfaid of Gideon — He hadfeventy Jons of his body 
begotten^ for he had many wives, Judg. viii. 30. fairy 
he had thirty Tons. Judg. ix. 4. Ibzan of Bethlehem had 
thirty fons and thirty daughters, Judg. xii. 9. Jbdon had 
forty fons, ver. 14. Thefe were neither patriarchs nor 
iings^ but all judges of Ifrael,^ and muff, by the numbers 
of their children, be concluded to have hztn polyganiiftt as 
well as Gidton. 

S4 
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vitCi defcended from Kohath, the fon of Leviy 
I Chron. vi. 27, 28 ; and yet we find, by his 
hiftory, i Sam. i. i, &c. that polygamy was 
indulged to him as evidently as to any patri- 
arch or king that ever lived. From all which 
it appears, that our authors conclufion — ■ 
“ therefore, under the gofpel, polygamy ceafes, 
“ and but one 'wife is allowed” — falls to the 
ground. But let us look back again to 
Deut. xxi. 15. — That law was evidently 
made to regulate the difpofal of a man’s inhe- 
ritance who had tivo 'wives y and to preven* ..he 
dijherifon of the fi.rJl-born through favour and 
.affedlion towards the child who was not fo, 
becaufe born of the favourite 'wife. This 
could not concern the patriarchs, who had all 
been long dead — nor (immediately at leaf!) 
the kings, who did not exifl till four hun- 
dred years afterwards — nor the priejis and 
Levites, who could liave no inheritance to dif- 
pofe of. Numb, xviii. 20, 21. Deut. x. 9. 
xii. I 2. latter p;irt. Deut. xviii. 1,2. — If then 
it did not coneci n the people at large, it was 
nugatory, for it concerned nobody at all. — This 
is lurely a very liifhcient proof tk\2X polygamy 
was an allowed pradlice of the Je'ws * in ge- 
neral. 

* The modern 'Jews forbid polygamy aqiong the peo- 
ple, and this frv)ni the ainhoiity of fome pafTage in the 
Tabnud ; but the rcafons airi!_;ned to me, on difeourfing 
with a icinned Jew on this fubjeef, were of the pruden- 
tial kind ; fueh ;is the people in general being too poor to 
7nab:trdni mere ihcen one zvife.^ the quarrels it occafioned.^ and 
the jihe. — I aiked him if h.* looked upon it as forbidden 
by tliL law of Cjod ^ No, God forbid,’’ replied he 
earnellJy ; ‘‘ what then mult be the cafe of Abrahamy 

“ Jacoby 
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neral. The all-wife God cannot be fuppofed 
to enadt fo poiitive a law, if there were no 
perfons who could be objedts of it ; and this 
law to regulate certain circurnjiances which did 
not exift; nor is it eafy to imagine, that if 
thofe circuniflances weTC ftnful, they would not 
have been as explicitly condemned, as they are 
here plainly allowed and regulated. What 
has been obferved above, concerning the law 
of Dent. xxi. 5. holds equally true of Exod. 
XXI. ro. which had as little to do with pa- 
trift^^obs and iings as the other had: 

I cannot conclude this part of my fubjedt 
without mentioning a ca!e, which thofe would 
do well to confider, who confound polygamy 
with adultery, and plead the authority of the 
great infallible interpreter of God’s mind 
and will for fo doing I mean the cafe of ^bi- 
melech. King of Gerar •, who, having already 
a wfe of his own, fent and took Sarah the wife 
of Abraham, Gen.xx,2. But G on came to Abi~ 
melee h in a dream by night, and [aid to him — Be- 

yacob^ David^ &c. He likewife told me, that this - 
prohibition was ‘‘ not univerfal^ for that in fomc conn- ' 
polypramy was ftill praoiifed among the Jews.'^ He 
added, that even here^ if a yew married a woman, and 
had no children by her, after years he migljt mai*ry 
“ another wife. So, where a man defilcs*a 

Jhall be his wife,^ agreeable to Exod. xxii. i6. and Deut. 
xxii. 28, 29.’* I take the truth to be, that the yews^ 
as to the bufincfs of polygamy ^ ufually conform to the 
cuftom of the country where they live. “ As for the 
modern yewsf fays Leo ALutincnfis^ thofe of them 
who live in the Eajiy ftill keep up their antient 
pradfice polygamy \ whereas in Cerviany they are not 
“ allowed this privilege, and in Italy very rarely, and 
on Iv in cafe a man hath lived ten years with his wife . 
without ifliie.” See Paffend. book vi. ch. i. § i6. 

hold. 
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hold, thou Gvt but dead inon, J^or the wofneitt 
which thou haji taken— for Jke is a mans wife. 
Here Gou pLunly fet forth His thoughts of 
adultery, or taking a mans wife ; that it is a 
fn to be punilhed with death . — However, 
Ahimelech had not adtually defied her, and 
fhews that, if he had not been deceived by 
Abraham's faying that Sarah was his ffer, he 
would not have taken her at all. — Said he not 
unto me. She is my fjier ? and fe, even foe her- 
felffaid, he is my brother. In the integrity of 
my heart, and innocency of my hands, hqf . I 
done this. And God faiu unto him* in a 
•dream. Yea, I know that thou didft it in the 
integrity of thine heart, for 1 alfo witheld thee 
fromfnning againf Me, therefore fuffered Ithee 
not to touch her. The lin of adultery is cer- 
tainly marked very ftrongly, but here was a 
fair opportunity to have as ftrongly marked 
■polygamy, it that was a lin alfo. How could 
Ahimelech, having a wife, ver. 17, take any 
other woman innocently? and yet God allows 
this to h;:ve been done, in his anfwer to the 
plea ol Ahimelech. Though he was innocent 
as to an intentional adultery, being ignorant 
that Sarah was Abraham's wife, yet Abime- 
lech m-uh know that he had a wfe of his own, 
and therefore could not innocently, and in the 
integrity of his heart, take any other woman of 
any kind, if polygamy was a fn. But fup- 
poling this poor * heathen was ignorant, and 

♦ “ It appears by thi? whole hiftory of AbitneUch, 
“ that he was a man of great v irtue in thofe days 5 not 
“ an idolater, but a worlhippcr of the true God, as Mel- 
“ ehizedeck, the high-prieji of that country, was.” Pa. 
trick on Gen. xx. 7. 

therefore 
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therefore faid this knowing no better, yet 
God could not be ignorant of His oivn mind 
and will, when he faid — Yea, I know that thou 
didft this in the integrity of thine heart, for I alfo 
wit held thee from finning againft Me. Ra- 
ther, wa^ did he not fay — “ Thou wicked 
wretch, how canft thou dare to talk of the 
mnocency of thine hands, and of tlie integrity 
of thine heart ? — fuppofing thou didft not 
“ know Sarqh to be another man s wife, yet 
“ the taking any woman, as thou haft already 
y^ife of thine own, is againft the law of 
marriage, and therefore a mortal Jin." In- 
ftead of this, Gsdd allows his plea, and the 
moment Abimelech reftored Sarah to her huf- 
band, God gracioufly removes every mark of 
his difplcafure, ver. i8. So Abraham *1” 

prayed 

t Who was himfelf at that hour a polygamij}. See 
Gen. xvi. 3, 4. It is likewife to be obferved, that Ahra^ 
ham was a Chrijiian believer, as much fo as Paul was, 
who tells us, the go fp el was preached to Abraham — he 
believed it — was pijii fie d by faith — and that they which be 
of faiths are blefied with faithful Abraham^ who is (fpiri- 
tually) the father of all believers in Christ. Comp. 
Rom. iv. 16, &c. with Gal. iii. 9, 14. and John viii. 56. 
Abraham would have been exceedingly puzzled, to have 
found out what the gofpel which was preached to him (apd 
in which he believed and rejoiced) had to«do wifh poly- 
gamy, or to have accounted for the poflibility of the chil- 
dren of his faith ^ in future ages, finding out that it was 
the fame thing with adultery ; when Abraharri ^ own eyes 
and ears v/ere witnefi'es of there being put as great a dif- 
ference between polygamy and adultery^ as could polTibly 
exift between any two things in creation ; and this, by 
the determination of that God, who afterwards gave the 
law to Mofes at Mount Sinai — and who bore teftimony 
concerning Abraham — that he had obeyed His voice — kept 
//fVCHARGE — His COMMANDMENTS — His STATUTES— 
^nd His LAWS. See Gen. xxvi. 5.— But how is this 

confiftent 
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prayed unto God, and God healed Abime- 
I.ECH, and his wife, and his maid~fcrvants— 
VnnaKI (which feem to have flood in the 
lame relation to Abimelech,z.^ the riDK — Hagar 
(See Gen. xxi. lo. Comp. Judges viii. 31. 
with ix. 18.) did to Abram, chap, xvi, 3, 4.) 
and they bare children — lib’ 1 —-pepererunt, 
Mont . — they brought forth : for the Lord had 
faf clofcd up all the wombs of the houfe of 
MELECH, becaufe of Sarah,' Abraham’s 
wfe. It fhould feem by the context, that 
Go D had wit held Abimelechfrom Jinning Vgainji 
Him, in a criminal accefs to Sarah, by inflidl- 
ing a judicial difability of fome kind upon him 5 
alfo, to mark the more flrongly His holy in- 
dignation againfl him, for taking another 
mans wife. He rendered Abimclech’s wife, then 
great with child, (as alfo fuch of his maid~ 
fervants, who it fliould feem, from what is 
fajd, ver. 17, 18, were probably his concubines, 
and fome of them alfo great with child) una- 
ble to bring forth — but when Sarah was re- 
llored, Abimelech was reflored to his own wo- 
men, and they to him. — All this by the im- 
mediate hand of God. 

I would only fay, that any perfon who can 
attentively confider the feveral circumflances 
of this hiflory of the divine interpofition, and 
talk of the finfulncfs oi polygamy in the fight 
of God, even putting it on the fame footing 
with adultery, will appear to differ very 

confiflent with truths if Mrahatns polygamy was an 
open and continued violation of God’s primary law of 
marriage F or if, as St. Ambrofe fpeaks — he was living 
in adultery F 

widely, 
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widely, in his judgment of the matter, from 
this authentic record of the mind and will of 
the Most High. 

How early an abhorrence of the fin of 
adultery was imprelTed on the minds of men, 
and of t\\Q punijhment which awaited it, may 
likewife be gathered from the hiftory of 
l/iiac and Abimelech king of Gerar, which is 
recorded Gen. xxvi. particularly at ver. 10, 1 1. 

It is to be remarked alfo, that throughout 
the whole foripture, the fame approbation ; 
m^^y like circumftances which evidenced 
that approbation ; ,alfo, like anfwers to prayer y 
and like miracles, in token of that approbation, 
attended equally* on a fecond, or after-taken 
wife, under polygamous contradl, as on a frfi 
or only wife. This may be faid to be uni- 
formly the cafe, as m»y appear from the fol- 
lowing 


PARA 

^arai was barren — file 
had no child — Gen. xi. 30. 

And Abram faid. Lord 
God, what wilt thou give 
me, feeing I go child lefs ^ 
— Behold to me thou haft 
tj^iven no feed. — And He 

0 

brought him forth abroad, 
and faid. Look now to- 
wards heaven, and tell the 
ftars, if thou be able to 
number them; and He faid 
unto him — So lhall thy 
feed be. Gen. xv. 2, "ij, 5* 
And God faid untoJbra- 
ham^hs, for Sarah thy wife, 

1 will blefs her, and give 

thee 


D I G M. 

And Sarai faid unto 
Jhrarn^ Go in unto my 
maid ; and file gave Hagar 
to her hufband Abram to 
be his wife. And he went 
in unto Hagar (he con- 
ceived — and the angel of 
the Lord faid, I \^ill mi^l- 
tiply thy fceTi exceedingly, 
that it (hall not be num- 
bered for multitude. Gen. 
xvi. 2, 4, 10. Yea, 

God faid. As for IJh- 
mad,, behold I have bleffed 
him, and will make him 
fruitful, ^ 
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thee a fon of her. Yea I 
will blefs her, and flic fhall 
be a mother of nations ; 
kings of people fliall be of 
her. Gen. xvii. 15, 16. 

God faid — Sarah thy 
wife (hall indeed bear thee 
a fon, and thou {halt call 
his name Jfaac- Gen. xvii. 
19. 

And Sarah conceived 
and bare Abrahain a fon in 
his old age — and Abraham 
called his name Ifaac, Gen. 
xxi. 2, 3. 

Ifaac was forty years old 
when he took Rehekah to 
wife — and Ifaac intreated 
the Lord for his wife, be- 
caufe fhe was barren j and 
the Lord was intreated of 
him^ and Rebekah his wife 
conceived. Gen. xxv. 20,^ 
21. 


Monoah\ wife was bar- 
ren and bare not ; and the 
angel of the Lord appeared 
unto the woman, and faid 
unto her, Behold, now 
thou art barren and bareft 
not, but thou {halt con- 
ceive and bear a fon — and 
the woman bare a fon, and 
called his name Samfon ; 
and the child grew, and the 
Lord blclled him. Judg. 
xiii. 2, 


fruitful, and multiply him 
exceedingly^ twelve princes 
fliall he beget, and I will 
make him a great nation^ 
Gen. xvii. 20. 

And the angel of the 
Lord faid unto Hagar^ 
Behold thou art with child, 
and flialt bear a fon, and 
flialt call his name JJhmaeL 

And Hagar bare Abram a 
fon, and Abram called his 
fon’s name, which Hagar 
bare, IJhmael. Gen. xvi. 

Jacob took Leah Ra- 
chel — but Rachel was bar- 
ren. Gen. xxix. 31. And 
fhe gave him Bilhah her 
handmaid to wife ; and Ja^ 
cob went in unto her ; and 
Bilhah conceived and bare 
Jacob a fon. And Rachel 
laid, God hath judged me, 
and hath alfo beard my 
voice^ and hath given me a 
fon. Gen. xxx. 4, 5, 6. 

And Bilhahy Rachel's 
maid, conceived again, and 
bare Jacob a fecond fon, 
and Kachcl faid, 

“ By the 
“ agency (Heb. twiftings) 

“ of the Aleim I am in- 
twifted with my fifter — 

“ u e, my family is now 
‘‘ interwoven with my fif- 
ter's, and has a chance 
“ of producing the pr6- 
‘‘ mifed feed.'' See Park. 
Heb. Lex. bpiQ* 

When Leah faw that fhe 
had left off bearing— fhe 
Cook Zilpah her maid, and 
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From henceforth all ge- 
nerations fhall call me 
bkjfcd. V.M. Lukeuefi. 


There was a certain/>r//y? 
named Zucharias^ and his 
wih 's name was jilixaheth 
— and they had no chdd, 
bccaufe Elizabeth was bar- 
ren, and they b )th were 
well ftrickcii in years. And 
the angel fai-J unto him. 
Fear not, Zacharias^ for thy 
prayer is heard^ and thy 
Vile fliall bear thee a fon, 
and thou fhalt call his 
name- ^ohn — and he (hall 
^ great in the fight of the 
Lord, &c. And his wife 
Elizabeth conceived, and 
faid — Thus hath- the Lord 
dealt with me in the days 
wherein he looked on me to 
take 


gave her to yacoh to wife* 
And Zilpah^ Leah's maid, 
bare Jacob a Ton. 

And Zilpah^ Leah'smTiii^ 
bare Jacob a fi cond fon. 

And Leah faid — Happy 
am 1, for ihc daughters 
will call 7 ne blcjjed. 

And God hearkened un- 
to Leah^ and flie conceived 
and bare Jacob a fifth fon. 
Aik! Leah fiiid, God hath 
given me my hire, hecaufe I 
have given my maiden to mint 
hnjhand. And God remem- 
beied EacheU and God 
hearkened to hcr^ and opened 
her wuinh^ and Ihc conceived 
and bare a I’on, and faid, 
God hath taken away my 
reproach. And Ihe called 
his name jofeph,^ and faid, 
%The Lord lhall add to me 
another fon. Gen. xxx. 24. 
See alfo Gen. xxxv. 9 — j 2. 

I’hcre was a certain man 
of Ramathaim Zophim (a 
Levite of the family of the 
Kohathitesy fee i Chron. vi. 
3j, 34, &c.) and his name 
was Elkanah. And he had 
two wives — the name of one 
was Hannah — and of the 
other Peninnah, — Peninnah 
had children ; Hanneh had 
no children — tTieLoRD had 
Ihut up her womb. — And 
her adverfary alfo provoked 
her fore for to make her 
fret, becaufe the Lord had 
(hut up her womb. And 
file was in bitternefs of 
foul, and prayed unto the 
Lord, and wept fore — and 
ihe 
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fake away my reproach a- 
mong men. A ndfhe brought 
forth a fon, and his name 
was called John^ &c. Luke 
i- Sj 7> 


Seng of ihe Virgin Mary. 

My foul doth magnify 
,the Lord, and my fpirit 
hath rejoiced in God my 
Saviour. 

For he hath regarded the 
low eftate of his hand- 
maiden. 

He that is mighty hath 
done to me great things, 
aud holy is his name. 

And 


(he vowed a vow, and faid^ 
O Lord of Hofts, if thou 
wilt indeed look upon the 
affliftion of thine hand- 
maid, and remember and 
not forget thine handmaid, 
but wilt give unto thine 
handmaid a man-child, I 
will give him unto the 
Lord all the days of his 
life~&c. Then Eli (the 
high-priejl) anfwered, and 
faid — Go in peace, and the 
God of, Ifrael grant thee 
thy petition that thou haft 
alked of Him, &c. Wif^ere- 
fore it came to pafs, when 
the time was come about, 
afte. Hannah had con- 
ceived, that flic bare a fon, 
and called his name Samuel^ 
faying, Becaufe I have ojked 
him of the Lord, &c. And 
Hannah faid — For this 
child I prayed^ and the 
Lord hath given me my 
petition that I ojked of 
Him, iSam. i. i,&c. See 
alfo chap. ii. 20, 21, 26. 

HannaVs Song. 

Mine heart rejoice th in 
the Lord, mine horn is 
exalted in the Lord, m]f 
mouth is enlarged over 
mine enemies, becaufe: I re- 
joice in thy falvation. 

There is none holy -as 
the Lord. 


He 
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And His mercy is on 
them that fear Him from 
generation to generation. 

He hath (hewed ftrength 
with His arm. He hath 
fcattered the proud in the 
imagination of their hearts. 

He hath put down the 
mighty from their feats, 
and hath exalted them of 
low degree. 

H?^hath filled the hun- 
gry with good things, and 
the rich He hath font ejnp- 
ty away. 

He hath holpen His fer- 
vant IJrael^ in remembrance 
of his mercy, &c. 


He will keep the feet of 
His faints. 

The bows of the mighty 
men are broken, and they 
that (fumbled are girt with, 
ftrength — the wicked (liall 
be filcnt in darknefs. 

1 he adverfaries of the 
Lord (hall be broken to 
pieces — the Lord maketh 
poor and maketh rich, He 
bringeth low and lifteth 
up. ^ 

They that are full have 
hired themfelvcs out for 
bread, and they that were 
hungry ccafcd. 

He (hall give ftrength 
unto His king, and exalt 
the horn of His anointed. 


The conclufion of all which appears to be, 
that either we do not worfliip the fame God 
which the yews did, or the God we worfhip 
doth not dilallow nor * difapprove 
Miraculous bleffings hchowed of God, in 
anfwer to the prayers of people living in open 
breach of His law, are totally contradictory 
to the whole fcripture-charaCter of God. 
T^he way of the wicked is an abotninaiion to thi 
Lord, but the prayer of the upright is His de- 
ligh^ Prov. XV. 9. He that turneth away his 

To fay that He once did not di fallow or difapprove 
it, but that He has chavged His mind upon the fubjeft— • 
is one of thofe afTertions wh'ch are diametrically oppofite 
to the attribute of un change ablcncfs^ fo ftrongly marked 
out in feripture, and which fx, and muft be, of the very 
sjfence of an all-perfect Being. 

V0L,I. T 


car 
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ear from hearing the law, even his prayer Jhall 
be abomination. Prov. xxviii. 9. Comp. Pf. 
Ixvi. 18, 19, 20. 

In what has been faid on the fubjed: of 
this chapter on po'ygamy, I fhould think ar- 
guments enough have been brought to prove 
that it was not finfnl in the fight of God, 
under the Old i cftament, and that the blef- 
fed God, by becoming man (i Cor, xv. 47.) 
and condcfcending to appear ©n earth for us 
men, and for our falvation, in the likenefs of 
^fnful flcfo, Rom. viii. 3.5 7 nade of a wotnan 
made under the law. Gal. iv. 4 ; came not to 
deftroy the la%v, by leficning the fecurity 
w'hich it was evidently made to afford the 
weaker fex againft the Jlronger. That the 
treachery which was fo pofitively forbidden, 
and fo amply provided againfl-, among the 
yews, fliould be allowed to Chrifians (who 
■wet children of the fame Heavenly Father , fub- 
jedls of the fame Almighty King) and even 
commanded them in fome cafes, is a mon- 
ftrous fuppofition ! — repugnant to the pofi- 
tive inflitution of God, They fall be one flef 
— contradidory to all found reafon — and ab- 
"horrent from every generous, honourable, and 
humane principle. Whatever the ftuation 
of the man may be, the danger arifing l;o the 
woman from the confequences of feduclion 
and derelidiion is equal, therefore equally pro-" 
vided againfl by the law of God. 

How polygamy became reprobated in the 
Chrifiian church is eaiily accounted for, when 
wc confider how early the reprobation of 
5 marriage 
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marriage itfelf began to appear. The Gnof- 
tics, whom Epiphanius derives from Simon 
Magus, condemned inarriagc in the mod: 
fhocking terms, faying that it was “ of the 
“ Devil but this was to fupport them- 
felves in their horrible tenet, that “ all wo-‘ 
men Jbould be common amongft them.” 
Better people foon afterwards condemned 
marriage as unlawful to Chrifians, and this 
under a wild,, notion of greater purity and 
perfeBion, in keeping from all intercourfe 
wim the other fex.^ This opinion divided it- 
felf into many fefts, and gave great trouble 
to the church before it was difcountenanced. 
Still fecond marriages were held infamous, and 
called no better than lawful whoredom. Nay, 
they were not afoamed to write, that, “ a 
mans firji wife being dead, it was adultery, 
“ and not marriage, to take another." Amidft 
all this, polygamy mud necelTarily receive the 
fevered anathema — for if it could be fup- 
pofed unlaxvful for Chrifians to marry at alf 
and then fo detedable to marry a fecond time^ 
after the death of a wife, the having two at 
once mud be, a fortiori, accounted more hor- 
rible than all the red. . All thefe fgveral 
opinions had texts of feripture prefled into 
their fervice, by the ingenious zeal of their 
fev'^ral abettors ; the Old Tedament was of 
"no authority in the matter j the New Teda- 
ment was made to fpeak what it did not mean, 
concerning what it does mention j and con- 
drued fo as to condemn what, when rightly 
underdood, it does not mention. The two 
T 2 firft 
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firfl of tliefe conceits about marriage have 
been long exploded, except with refpeft to 
the Romijli clergy, who, to this hour, for- 
bidden to marry. But polygamy throughout 
the Chrijlim church, the weftern part of it at 
lead:, is^ looked upon as a fin againd the fe- 
‘venth commandment, though there is not a 
fyllable in the whole Bible which makes it fo. 
Wheri I mention polygamy, I would always 
be underdood to mean on the man s Jide, for 
on the Jide of the woman, the whole fcripture 
Ihews it to be a capital ofence. 

Why this didindion diould be made. He 
bed knows who made it;" but, in part, wc 
may fuppofe, from the confequences attend- 
ing on one fide, which cannot be on the other j 
thefe are finely touc-hed by the drong and 
maderly pen of the fon <>p hirach—Ecclus 
xxiii. 22, 23. Having fpoken of the adul- 
terer, he faith, (agreeably to Lev. xx. 10.) 
‘This man Jhall be pu 7 ujl:)ed in the fireets of the 
city, (fee alfo Deut. xxii. 24*) where be 
JiifpcBeth not he fijall be taken. He then pro- 
ceeds — Thus fiiall it go alfo with the wife that 
leaveth her hujband, and bringeth in an heir by 
cnother^For, iixik.^Jhe hath difobeyed the law 
of the Mofi .Kgy6-fecondly— /e hath trej- 
pajied againfi her own bujband^ and thirdly-— 
Jhe hath played the whore in adultery, and 
brought children by another man. She fioall be 
brought out into the congregation, and tnqut- 
fition (ImU be made of her children. — Her cM- 
dren Jhall not take root, and her branches Jhall 
bring no fruit. She Jhall leave her memory to 
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he curfedt and her reproach JImU not be blotted 
out. Though thefe be the words of an apo- 
cryphal writer, they deferve the higheft re- 
gard, becaufe they are exactly confonant with 
the law of God. But it is very extraordi- 
nary, that in a difcourfe againfl fornicators, 
•whoremongers, and adulterers (which com- 
mences, ver. 1 6. and is continued to ver. 26. 
inclufive) not a word Ihould be faid againfl 
polygamijls, if* polygamy were a fin as much 
Olathe man?, fide as on the woman ?. — He 
mofl likely would.not have pafied it over in 
filence had there been any law againfl it. 

His defcription of the adultcrefs is very 
fine, and the aggravations of her offence, by 
bringing forth a fpurious iflue, flrongly mark- 
ed j but they are fuck as cannot exift on 
the man’s fide, and therefore hence, in part 
at leafl, arifes the difference. 

What he fays of the adulterer is alfo re- 
markably ftriking, and evidently taken from 
'Job xxiv. 15. We lofe much of its pro- 
priety, from our mif-tranflation of 'O ’AvOpu- 
TOf TTOtpx^xivvv diro Ty,c nA/vj/jc xoth—A 7 nan that 
breaketh wedlock, we call it ; but this is not 
a tranflation of the words — they laterally ai^ 
—the man who tranfgrejfcth from out of his 
bed—Xlie.^ the murderer. Job xxiv. 14. who, 
rymg with the light, is in the night as a thief — 
So the adulterer. Saith 'Job — the eye of the 
adulterer waiteth for the iwilight, faying. No 
eye Jhall fee me, and difguifeth his face. The 
fon of Sirach represents the adulterer as 
** leaving his bed, flealing out of it, as it 
T 3 were. 
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** were, to execute his plans of wickednefs, 
at a time when he thinks the unfeafonable- 
nefs of the hour, and the darknefs of the 
** night, will conceal him from the eyes of 
all.” This man is, in yob, called — an 
adulterer, or dejiler of other mens wives.— 
ij’hat the fame charadler is meant by the fon 
of Siracb, is evident, from comparin ; Ecclus 
xxiii. i8. with^tf^ xxiv. 1 5; and the punifh- 
ment faid to await him, Ecclus sfxiii. 21. with 
that afligned to adulterers. Lev. xx. 10. De’.'.t. 
ucxii. 22, 24. 

Another reafon of the d,ifFerence, that is 
to fay, polygamy fhould be allowed to the 
man, and no fuch liberty.belong to the woman, 
arifes alfo from the inferiority evidently llamp- 
ed upon the woman by the God of nature, by 
whom die is placed under the abfolute power 
of her hujband, fo that fhe cannot drfpofe of 
her perfon, on anyoccafion, or to any purpole 
whatfoever, to any other but to himfelf, as 
may appear from Gen. iii. 16. She is not at 
liberty to make any contrail whatfoever, with- 
out her hujbajid''s confent — even religious vows- 
are utterly void; fhe cannot them if 

the hajband difagreeth thereto. N umb. xxx. 8, 
^he wife is- — OTroTOLffCOixsw) too dv^pi—Jubjebi- 
ed to her own proper hujband, i Pet. iii. i. 
The apoftle Paul ufes the fame expreffioY., 
when he fays, Rom. xiii. 1. Let every foul 
be fubjeSied (uTroT^o'o^o'i'u) to the higher powers. 
But none of thefe things are faid on the fide 
of the man — even in teaching in the congre- 
gation, the apofik marks out the woman’s in- 
feriority — I Tim. ii. ii. Let the woman learn 
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in Jilence with all JubjeBion — I f-ijj'ef" not a wc- 
man to teach, nor to uj'urp authority over the 
man, but to be in Jilence. Again, the fame apof- 
tle faith — T.he head oj' the woman is the man-— 
the man is not of the woman, hut the woman of 
the man ; neither was the man created for the 
woman, but the woman for the n,an. i Cor. xi. 
3, 8, 9. It appears then from the nature of 
things, as conilituted by the Creator hintfelf, 
that the manjx^xh. powers which the woman 
hath not, and therefore may ufe a freedom of 
a<^ion which the * woman cannot. The 
apojile' % faying, the man was not created for the 
woman, but the wnman for the man, reminds me 
of the manner in which Christ vindicated 
his difciples, when they were accufed"' by the 
FhariJ'ees of breaking^ the fabbath, becaufe 
they plucked fame ears of corn on the fibbath- 
day — He faid unto them, Tfhe J'abbath was made 
for man, and not man for the J'abbath, wherefore 
the Son of Man is Lord alfo of the fabbath. 
The reader may transfer this argument, by 
parity of reafon, to the other fubjedt which 
we have been fpeaking of and it furni^es 
a proof, by no means inconclulive, why a man 
may be a polygamiji, but a woman not. , 

But we may go farther, and obferve, that 

^ Befides all this, it may be faid, that the more wives 
^ man hath, the more children he is likely to have j but 
this cannot be on the woman’s fide 5 for flie cannot breed 
the oftner by having more men than one. — Such a mix- 
ture is known to be even deftrudtive of conception^ fo that 
the more men a woman may have, the lefs likely is (he to 
breed at all. This furely affords a ftrong proof that po^ 
l^andry (as it is called) is contrary to nature. 

T 4 


without 
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without this difference^ the grand ends of 
God’s moral government, with refpedl to the 
commerce of the fexes, would not have been 
provided for. The very laws themfelves, 
which were made to fecure thofe ends on both 
fides, muft have become mere cyphers. If 
polygamy had been permitted on the womans 
fde, what mull become of that law — Deut. 
Xxii. 22. If a man ’D — if any man what- 

foever) be found lying with a won^an married to 
an hujband, then they fall both of them die, 
both the man that lay with the woman, and the 
woman. So thou /halt put away evil from Is- ^ 
RAEX. ? If the having more wives than one at 
a time had been forbidden the man, what, in 
jiumberlefs inftances, muft have become of 
Deut. xxii. 28, 29. If a man O as be- 
fore — if any man whatfoever) find a damfel 
that is a virgin which is not betrothed — and lie 
with her — jhe Jhall be his wife ; becaufe he hath 
humbled her, he may not put her away all his 
days ? The firfi of thefe laws (as that of Lev. 
XX. 10.) was apparently to fecure the man 
againfl the treachery of the woman — the fecond 
(as Exod. xxii. 16.) to fecure the woman 
againft the treachery of the man — and both to 
fecure the* world from that ‘confufion and 
mifehief which muft be brought upon it f md 
are daily brought upon it by our difregc 
thefe laws) by the treachery of either. 

As the woman had the buftnefs of partu-^ 
rition allotted to her, fhe muft necelTarily be 
looked upon as the repofitory of thofe bonds 
and cements of human fociety, without which 

it 
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it cannot * fubfift ; fuch as family defcents, 
pedigrees, genealogies, inheritances, and all 
communications and diftindlions of relation- 
Ihip. Therefore the Creator did, in his in- 
finite wifdom, fet bounds to the commerce of 
ti>e fexes, on the part of the woman, which 
could not be paffed under pain of death. 

Whoredom and fornication are, for the fame 
reafons, alfo inimical to thofe bonds Imvcrm 
fociety abovc<-mentioned, introdudlory pf all 
manner of confufion and wickednefs, incon- 

♦ The rahhinical explanation of the word — in 
Exod. XX. 14. has fojnething very ftriking in it. R, Levi 
faith, that this word, abfolutely and limply, denotes 
congj'efs with the wife of another man. Nor is it ufed 
but where a married woman is concerned. The reafon 
“ of this precept is, that the world fhould be peopled 
agreeably to the will of God. The bleflcd God 
willed, that all creatures of the world fliould bring 
forth fruit according to their refpedlive fpccies, adid 
that one fpccies fliould not be mixed nor confounded 
‘‘ with another. He willed that the fame fhould obtain 
with rcfpect to the human offspring, that it might ap- 
pear whofe child every man was, and that the feed of 
one fhould not be confounded with that of another. 
Moreover, many corruptions are found in adultery^ 
which occafion the breach of many commandments* 
God commanded to honour parents ; but in cafe of 
adultery they cannot be known. So we are forbid^ea 
any intercourfc of marriage with fiJlers^2iVi\ ofher rela^ 
tives \ but adultery tends to deftroy thefe laws ; for, 
where this is, men cannot know their own relations.’^ 
'Ebbs fpeak the Rabbins, agreeably to the feriptures, 
and matter of fafl, therefore are worth attending to in 
this point. The reader muft furely fee, very evidently, 
reafons for the feventh commandment on the woman\ 
fide, which cannot apply on the man^s, and why adultery y 
or defiling a man'% wjfc^ W^S made fo penal to both par^ 
fies concerned, 

fjftent 
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iiflent with the law of marriage, and the pro- 
bable caufes of ruin and deftru(^on to the 
female -Therefore, as feduSlion and dere~ 
lidlion inuft, in the very nature of things, lead 
to thefe, the pofitive law of God forbids any 
man to take a •virgin, and then abandon her.* 
As to what has been faid touching the har- 
mony of the Old and New ‘Teftajnents, and the 
perpetual obligation of the moral law as to its 
immutability, fo that what it onct. forbad it 
always forbids, and what it did not forbid can 
never be forbidden — it is a point of fuch in- 
finite confequence, as to deferve a recapitu- 
lation — and as I cannot fum up the matter in 
words more clear and forcible, than our 
church has done in her feventh article, I will 
introduce the conclufion of this chapter with 
that found and fcriptural account of the 
niatter : — 

The Old Tef ament is not contrary to the 
“ New; for both in the Old and New- 
“ ‘Tejiament everlafting life is offered to 
“ mankind by Chris r, who is the only 
“ mediator between God and man. 
“ Wherefore they are not to be heard, 
which feign that the old fathers did 
“ only look for temporary promifes. 
Although the law of God, given from 
“ God by Mofes, as touching ceremonies 
and rites, do not bind Chriflian men \ 
“ nor the civil precepts thereof ought, 
of necefiity, to be received into any 
** commonwealth — yet, notwithftand- 
ing, no Chriflian man whatfoever is 

“ free 
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free from the obedience of the com-? 
“ mai^ments which are called moral” 

No one can confider aright the divine in- 
Jlitution of marriage^ and not fee that it is 
founded in the v try nature of things, and that 
by the God of nature. I'his is as felf-evi- 
dent, as that if mankind were to increafe and 
multiply, and replenijh the earth, there muft be 
n appointed means by which this was to be 
■rought to p 5 .fs. Therefore the laws con- 
cei^ning marriage cannot be reckoned a mere 
objcdl of thofe ritei and ceremonies which were 
to vanijlo away. ^eb. viii. 13. 

Nor can they be reckoned among the ob- 
jedfs of that civil polity, which was only cal- 
culated for the government of a particular 
people, in a particular part of the world, and 
that under particular circumftances, fuch as 
never were or can be known to any other 
people on the earth — unlefs marriage itfelf 
can be fuppofed to be confined to them, and 
not equally to concern the whole human 
race. 

The moral law hath therefore marriage as 
its objedt, as concerning, in the higheft and 
moil material points, the moral adtions of men. 
This clearly appears, not only from the very 
nature of the thing itfelf, but from the very 
words of the feventh commandment — Thou 
Jhalt not commit adultery ; and again of the 
tenth — Thou Jloalt not covet thy neighbour's 
•wife. Thefe are moral laws, equally binding 
at all times — in all places — over all perfons. 
And as the feventh commandment is a moral 

law 
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law founded on the divine inflitution of mar^ 
riage itfelfy fo are all the expofitions of it 
which are to be found in the fcripture, un- 
lefs we can be abfurd enough to imagine, that 
the letter of a law can be of a moral nature, 
and that the fenfe, meaning, and intendment 
of it are only of a ceremonial or civil ten- 
dency. 

What is meant by the word — adultery, 
is not to be determined by the conceits, in- 
ventions, cuftoms, or laws of men, but by the 
.mind and will of God, as revealed to us in 
the precepts and examples which are recorded 
in iiis word for our inftrud’ion ; and efpeci- 
ally from the uniform and unvaried idea an- 
nexed to the ufe of that word throughout the 
writings of Mofes and.-the prophets. If thefe 
have failed in i^iving us the true fenfe of it, 
then is it not true that their writings are pro- 
jitable for dodlrine, for reproof for corredlion 
(sT^vo/jSuffiv — - the amendment of what is 
wrong) for inftrudlion in righteoufnefs, fo that 
the man of God (i. e. the believer) might be 
perfeSi, thoroughly furnifed (both as to know- 
ledge and pradlice — nothing lefs can be the 
fenfe of xpTic() unto all good works, 2 Tim. iii. 
j6, 17. The feriptures which are fpoken of 
in this palTage are the feriptures of the Old 
Teftament, or thofe holy feriptures which Ti- 
mothy had known from a child — before a An- 
gle line of the New Teftament was written, 
ver. 15. If therefore does not ftand 

recorded as a fin againft the law of God, either 
by Mofes or the prophets, but as a matter 

owned. 
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Owned, blejfed, allowed of God, we mufl fay, 
unlefs we pretend to be wife above what is 
written, that it is no fm, for fin is the tranf- 
grefion of the law. As to the common notion, 
that it was made finful by fome new law of 
Christ, and abfolutely forbidden in the 
New Teftament, it is one of the three pious 
* lyes which owed their invention to the ig^ 
norant zeal of fome profeffors and writers in 
tlie very earl}** ages of Chrijiianity. One was 
that marriage was a carnal thing, incon- 
'* fiftent with the, purity and perfedion of 

* It was a maxfm avowed in the 4th century, that 
an a 51 of virtue to deceive and lye^ when^ hy that 
means ^ the inter efts of the church inight be promote d^--^ 
This horrible maxim was indeed of long {landing, 
and had been adopted foj»fomc ages pail, to the un- 
fpeakable detriment of that glorious caufe in which 
they were employed. And it muft be frankly con- 
feiTed, that the greateft men, and moft eminent faints, 
were more or lefs tainted with this corrupt prin- 
‘ ciple. We would willingly except Ambrofe and 
^ Jtiilary^ Aufin^ Gregory Nazianzen^ and Jerome 5 but 
TRUTH, which is more refpe6lablc than thefe vcncra- 
ble fathers, obliges us to involve them in the general 
accufation/' See Mofeim^ vol. i. p. 200. 

Though the primitive Chri/lians (fays Moyle) lived 
up to the full rules of their religion with the utmoft 
‘‘ probity and innocence of manners, yetjt is t»o cet*- 
“ tain, there were fome perfons among them, who, 
‘‘ through a miftaken zeal, made no fcruple of lying for 
the fake of their religion. Their fi6tions found an 
eafy reception in a credulous age, and were conveyed 
down to pofterity as certain truths.’* See Jortin^ 
Rem* vol. i. p. 299. 

Du Pin owns, that St. Hilary feems to think “ a lye 
«« neceffary upon fome occafions.” Vol. ii. p. 76. 

“ a Chrifian^ 
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“ a Chrijliafiy and therefore J unlawful Under 
** the gofpel.” — Another was — that “ if a 
man, on the death of his wife, married 
** again, it was no better than adultery.”-— 
The third, begotten between the other two, 
was— that polygamy, thow^ allowed to the 
Jews under the Old Teftament, is forbid- 
den to Chrijiians under the New” The 
two firft (among the Protejiants at leaft) are 
come to nought — the laji is as :generally be- 
lieved among Chrijiians of all forts, as the 
lye of tranjubjlantiation is in the Romijh 
church. And there can be little doubt, but 
that a man who has two wives, under what-* 
ever circumftances they might be taken, 
would be looked upon to be as impious, and 
as much a child of the devil, among us, as a 
perfon would be among the Papjts, who 
wickedly refufed to give up his outward fen- 
fes, and to believe that a fmall piece of wafer, 
after certain words faid over it by a prieji, is 
the body, flelh, blood, and bones, of a man 
fix feet high — or as a prief, bifop, or pope, 
who married at all. 

As thefe things will be farther confidered 
under the head of Superfition, I will now 

t Epiphanius, Hsres. 58, fpeaks of the Valefians, who 
caftrated themfelves, and al lb their guejfs^ that by this 
means they might introduce them into the kingdom of 
heaven — Se & hofpites fuos caftrarunt, ut ita fecum 
introducerent in regnum c^lorum.” — They held that 
none but eunuchs could be faved* 

Uift quis eunuchus fierety falvari non pojfe. 


haften 
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haften to the examination of a notion, which 
I fear is too common among us, and on which 
what is ufually faid and thought on the fub- 
jeCt of polygamy, is for the moft part built ; 
I mean that of reprefenting Christ as ap- 
pearing in the world, as “ a new lawgioier, 
“ who was to introduce a more pure andperfeSi 
“ jxftcm of morality, than that of the law which 
“ was given by Moses.” — This horrible blaf- 
phemy againfi: the holinefs and perfection of 
God’s law, as well as againfl the truth of 
Christ, who declared that He came not to 
defray the law, but to fulfil it — this utter con- 
tradidVion both of the law and the. gofpel — was 
the foundation on which the heretic Socinus 
built all his other abominable errors. From 
whence he had it, wiy appear in the fequel. 
In the mean time, I cannot help hopping a 
while to lament the progrefs which Socinian- 
ifm is daily making among us — with many, 
among the Dijfenters efpecially, it is called 
new light — but, thank God ! there are yet 
fome remaining, who call it by its true name 
——old darknefs — and as fuch oppofe it. — As it 
is coincident with the main fubjedt of the 
following chapter, it will fall in my way ,to 
fay fomething, which I hope wilFthoroughly 
apprize the reader of the mifehiefs which 
muft refult from Socinianifm in all its fhapes, 
—In the courfc of what I lhall have to fay, 
‘‘' will appear, that, fo far from Christ’s 
ever condemning polygamy, which, as a new 
lawgiver, he is fuppofed to have done. He 
never mentioned it during the whole courfe of 

His 
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His minijlry, but left that, as He did all othef 
moral adtions of men, upon the footing of 
that law under which He was made, and to 
which He, for us men, and for our falvaVon, 
became not only fubj edit but even obedient unta 
death. Phil. ii. 8. 

Upon the whole, T take the truth to be, 
that the fird: general injlituiion of marriage, 
accompanied witli the f rd. general blejjing, is 
to be found in thofe words of Gren. i. 28, Be 
fruitful, and multiply, and replenifo the earth.— 
.The fpecial manner of thisj together with the 
indiffolubility of the obligation created by it 
between the parties, is revealed, Gen. ii. 24. 
where it is faid — A man Jhall be joined — pDT 
—TT (ioavioKKv\^v[(ssTcti — agglutinatus erit — to his 
woman — and they, as ii, confequence thereof, 
jhall become oneflejh, i. <■ infcparable from each 
other. Gen. iii. 16. reveals he entire fubor- 
dination and fubjedtion of the wife to the huf- 
hand — and the reft of tlie Bible ftiews us, 
that virgins could not be feduced, and taken as 
appetite might prompt, and then abandoned 
and forfaken as licentioufnefs might incline— 
but that monogamous and polygamous contradls 
were equally valid and binding, equally law- 
ful as to the inheritablenefs of the iftue, and 
all other marks of legitimacy, that is to fay, 
on the mans fide ; but that, on the womans, 
polygamy was, for the moft apparently-wife 
jreafons, forbidden under pain of death. 

While this fyftem was reverenced and ob- 
fcrved, we read of no adultery, whoredom, and 
common projiitution of women among the daugh- 
2 ters 
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ten of Ifrael: ilo brothels y Jireet-wdlkingy 
* venereal difeafe: ilo child-murder, and 
thofe other appendages of female ruin, which 
are too horrid to particularize. Nor were 
thefe things poffible,, which, fince the revo- 
cation of the divine fyflem^ and the eftablilh- 
ment of human fyftems, are become inevitable. 
The fuppofing out blejjed Saviour came to 
deftroy the divine law, or alter it with rel'pedt 
to marriage, "is to fuppofj Him laying a 
foundation for the mifery and deftrudHon 
of the v/eaker fej: ; whereas no being lefs 
wicked than Satan himfclf, could ever have 
devifed the almoft total departure from God’s 
LAW, which, from even the earlied ages of 
the church, fince the Apollles’ times, is to be 
found among the Chrifians. 

I now put an end to this long chapter, in 
which polygamy, diverted of all the nonfenfe 
of human reafonings, is fet in its true ferip- 
tural light, as not Jinful in itfelf, but, in fome 
cafes, highly expedient — in others — duty j and 


* Much has been faid concerning the antiquity of this 
difeafe. The fubjc£l is ably handled, and indeed ex- 
haufted, in that learned and laborious work of Johannes 
jijiruc^ de Morb. Ven. lib. i. I will only here vbferfe, 
that as the divine law puniflicd adultery.^ or the defilement 
of another’s wife, with death in both parties — and who^ e^ 
dom was, on the part of the woman, alfo a capital offence 
—the Confeqiierices of projlitution muft of courfc be pre- 
’•^nted, by the prev^enlion of the thing itfelf. Befides, 
le almoft univerfality of marriage among the Jews (tor 
telibacy was a difgrace) and the fixing the virgm on the 
man who firft took her^ io that he could not put her away 
dll his days<y left little room for projlitiitisny bad their laws 
been even lefs fevere agaihft if. 


VoL. I. 


in 


U 
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in this laft view of it, forming one link in 
that divine chain of heavenly legijlation, on 
which the fecurity and protection of the 
weaker fex is fufpended j it being, upon the 
footing of God’s law, as highly criminal for 
one man as another, to feduce and abandon to 
proftitution and ruin, thofe who have a moil 
indefeafible claim upon him for their fafety 
and fupport. 

If among us, as among the and as 

formerly in France, and now in fome other 
parts of the world, a jingle man, be his rank 
and ftation what they may, was conftrained 
to * marry publicly the woman he feduces ; 
and if the Jpirit of the divme law was fo far 
complied with, as to compel the man already 
married, to give fecurity for the maintenance 
and provifion of fuch woman as he feduces, 
and, if his prefent engagement diall determine, 
to marry puhliclyhtv whom, in Cod’s account, 
he has married privately — it would be fuch a 
check upon the licentioufnefs of mankind — 

* In the book for the reformation of the ecclcfiajiical 
laws^ in the time of Edward VI. it was propofed, that 
‘^^thofe who corrupted virgins^ were to be exccTinnunl- 
cated if they did not marry them, or, if that could not 
be done, they were to j^ive them the third part ol their 
goods, bcfides other arbitrary punifhments.” See 
Burnet, Hift. Ref. vol. ii. p. 198- This, and many 
other falutary propofals, fell to the ground by the death 
of that excellent young Prince^ Edward W, — Had ^ueen 
Elizabeth paid attention enough to the mifehiefs accruing 
to her fex from the want of fome fuch regulation, to 
have had it pafTed into a lawy it might jullly have been 
reckoned one of the glories of her reign. 


10 


fuch 
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fuch a rcftraint upon what is called gallantry 
— fuch a fecurity for female chaftity— -and 
fuch a preiervative againft proJlttuUony as 
might make thofe who live to fee it fay— 

yam re (lit ^ virgo^ redcunt Saturnia Regna* 

ViRG. 

Now yvjlice and the Golden Age again return. 
Doubtlefs, irregularities there always -were, 
and always unll be, while human nature is hu- 
man nature. Still, a vaft difference there mufl 
be found, between a fyjicmve\{\c\\\^ formed as 
a c’lieck to the luft, treachery, and cruelty of 
mankind, and one w'hich, in numberlefs inftan- 
ces, lets them loofe to adt without controuL- 


APPENDIX TO CHAP. IV. 

S INCE the preceding chapter went to the 
prefs, the author has been favoured with 
a tranfeript from a tra<fl in the Britijh Mufeum, 
which contains the whole of* Bijhop Burnet’s 
opinion on polygamy. The reader has before 
feen it partially quoted j but the_ whole fe 
here inferted verbatim. 

“ IS polygamy in any cafe lawful under the 

“ For ANSWER. It is to he confdered, that 
“ tnarriage is a conirabl founded upon the laws 

* Bijhop Berkely thought polygamy agreeable to the laiJii 
of nature. See Lond. Mag. for June 1754, p. 267* 

U 2 “ 0/' 
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** nature^ its end being the propagation of 
“ mankind ; and the formality of doing it by 
** churchmen, is only a fupervenient benedifc- 
** tion, or pompous folemnizing of it % and 
** therefore the nature of marriage, and not 
** any form ufed in the celebration of it, is to 
be confdered. It is true, the cafe is harder, 
“ when any is married by fuch a form, as 

“ binds 

l 

f The Btjhop here doubtlefs alftidcs to that part of our 
ftrm^ where the pricft is to afk the man — ‘‘ Wilt thou 
“ have thii woman to thy wedded wife — &c. — and, 
forfaking all other, keep thee 6nly unto her^ fo long as 
•* yc icyth fliall live ? 

“ The man Jhall anfwer^ 

“ I WILL.” 

Here is no decent qualification, as in the ordination of 
miaifters — ‘‘ I will cndea 'our (b to do, the Lord being 
‘‘ my helper” — ‘‘ I truft fo” — I think fo” — “ I have 
“ fo determined, by God’s grace”— or the like; but, 
with the pefemptorinefs and confidence of a Stoicy who 
held — e^’ ilft/r Ir/r otra UfASTtpa ipya — all our own actions 
are In our own power^^ — ill fuited to a frail and fallible 
creature, who knows not what a day may bring forth~ 
(fee Frov^ XXV ii. i. comp. 'Jer, x. 23.) the anjwer is to 
be — I WILL — I — Rex Dominusquk mei — I will. 

The man is afterwards to take her — for better and 
for worfd^ — but, be fhe ever fo much worfe than he 
ipok her for y fliort of a£lual adultery^ Hill he is to groan 
jUnder'tnd fo-<e bondage of what is called his vow ; which 
his fellow-creatures have juft as much right to impofe 
upon him, from any authority in feripture, as another 
fetof people had, to make a man mw \Q\unx.2,ry poverty — 
perpetual chafity-^^Liid^ implicit obedience to a fellow-mor- 
tal — on becoming a monk. 

There was a time when, if fuch a one had married^ the 
law (fee 31 Hen. VIII. c. 14.) would have fent him to 
the gallowsy and no doubt the church would have fent him 
to the devil, Tempora mut antur— well if we could 
fiiy — as touching all the fooliflx and unfcriptural fnaresy 
^ which 
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“ binds him to one wotnany than where he is 
“ bound only by the tie of marriage, con- 
** ceived in general terms. 

The of mankind, fince the fall, varies 
** very much from what it was in innocence ; 
“ for then the foundn«fs of their bodies, and 
** purity of their minds, did keep out of the 
'* way all the nazards of barrennefs, fcknefs, 
uncleannefs, or crojfnefs of humours, which 
made the former law not fo proper for 
“ mankind j yet ftill a fngle marriage was the 
‘‘•perfedler, as being * nearer the original. 

“ Before the flodd, we find Lamech a poly- 
“ gamift ; fuch were Abraham and facob af- 
“ ter it } not that this was not indulged by 
Mofes', for all that he did relating to thefe 
“ affairs, was only to allow a divorce, which 
was a provifo for the hardnefs of the hearts 
of the Ifraelites, Every man was bound to 
maintain whom he had firft married ; left, 
therefore, fuch as defigned another wife, 
and could not maintain a former, might 
“ ufe indireSi ways to be rid of them, this 
fair one of divorce was allowed •f' by God j 

“ and 

which mankind have invented., and lavd for one ajjothef’s 
confciences — et nos mutamur in illTs. We may 
obferve that the aforefaid vow^, exadled by the prteji in 
the marriage ceremony, is a corruption of Gen. ii. 24. 
— Therefore Jhall a man leave his father and his inother^ and, 
Jball cleaiie unto his wifs* 

♦ See Burnst on the Articles of the Church of England^ 
3d edit. fol. p. 28S. 

t I juft take the liberty to obferve, that it is beft tq 
keep to the expreftion of feripture. Our blessed Sa- 
not fay, that God allowed divorce^hut — Mo- 
U 3 /« 
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** and their polygamy was pra<ftifcd, without 
** cither allo'wance or controul, as the natural 
** privilege of mankind. Neither is it afy 
** where marked among the blemijhcs of the 
** patriarchs j David’s wives, and ftore of 
** them he had, are termed by the prophet, 
** God’s gift to him : ye*a, polygamy v/as made 
“ in fame cafes a duty by Mofes’^ law -when 
any died without iffue, his brother, or 
neareft kinfman, was to marry his wife, for 
railing up feed to him ; and all were 
“ obliged to obey this, under the hazard of 
infamy, if they rcfufed it; neither is there 
any exceptions made iox fiich as nvere mar- 
“ ried. From whence I may faithfully con- 
“ elude, that wliat God made necefary in 
“ fomc cafes to any degree, can in no cafe he 
'ffmful in itfef-y lince God is holy in all His 
“ ivays. 

“ But it is now^ to be examined, if it is 
“ forbidden by tlic gofpt 1. It is certain, that 
“ our Lord defigned to raife mankind to the 
higheft degrees of purity and chaflity ; and 
therefore OUR Lord and St. Paut. do pre- 
“ fer a Jingle life to a married date f, as that 
“ W'hich qualifies us for the kingdom of 
“ heaven, and was loaded wdth the fewed 

fn allcvjtd ox ftcrmhicd iCj — fo the Bifliop cxprcfic'S him- 
i'clf a few lines higher. 

f This was meant only with rcTfect to partuida}' 
perfons in /)<7r/u7/A7r clrcvimftance<i, fiich as an apnj}lh\ 
which is the rcafon why iSt. applies it chiefly to 
himfelf/' i Cor, vii. 

“ incumbrances ; 
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“ incumbrances and by this rule, a J/ng/e 
“ marriage being next to none at all, was 
“ certainly more fuitable to the gojpely' 
[be means the times of the. gofpel.'] “ But a 
“ limple and exprefs difcharge of polygamy is 
‘‘ no where to be found. 

“ It is true, our Lord difcharges divorces^ 
“ except in the cafe of adidtery, adding, that 
“ wholbever puts away hts wife upon any 
“ other account, commits adultery : fo St. 
“ Luke and 5t. Matthew in one place have it 
'* — or commits adultery againji her : fo St. 
“ Mark has it — or caufes her to commit adul- 
“ tery : fo St. Tplatthe%v in another place. 

“ * If it be adultery then to take another 
“ ‘ woman after an unjujl divorce, it will fol- 
“ ‘ low that the wife has that right over the 
“ ‘ hujband’z body, that he mud touch no 
“ ‘ other.' — This is m^ee^plaifible, and it is 
“ all that can be brought from the New Tejla- 
“ ment, which feems convincing ; yet it will 
not bejound of weight. 

“ For it is to be confidered, that if our 
“ Lord had been to antiquate polygamy, it be- 
“ ing fo deeply rooted in the men of that 
“ age, confirmed by fuch fafhions and unquef- 
“ tkned precedents, and riveted.by fo l(5ng 
“ a pradlice, he muft have done it plainly and 
“ authoritatively , and not in fuclt an involved 
“ manner, as to be fought out of his words by 
“ the fearch of logick. 

“ Neither are thefe dark words made more 
“ clear by any of the apojlles in their writings : 
“ words are to be carried no farther, than 

U 4 “ the* 
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“ the upon which they were written 

“ will lead them to } fo thit our Lori ’ ' 
ing, in that place, to ftrilce out dive 
‘‘ exflickly'y we muft not, by a con,.^ 

“ condemn polygamy, fince it feeras not to 
“ have fallen within the fcope of what our 
Loro does there difapprove. 

“ Befide, the term adultery may be taken 
in general, for fuch a breach of wedlock as 
** is equivalent to adultery ; and fuch is an 
** imjuji divorce. This may be the impor- 
“ tance of the phrafe ufed by St. Mark, viz. 

—he committeth adultery againjl her •, or all 
** may be better explained by the phrafe St. 

Matthew ufes about it, in one place — he 
“ caufes her to commit adultery ; fince he that 
expofeth or tempteth to fin, ftiares in the 
“ guilt with the perfoh that fuccumbs ; and 
“ from this it appears, that polygamy is not 
*f declared adultery, neither in the place cited, 
nor any other that I know of. 

“ ‘ But it is Xrxxt t\\‘3X polygamy thort 
“ ‘ of the intendment of marriage, in inno- 
‘ cency, to which ftate, we that are under 
“ * the gojpel muft return as near as it is pof~ 
“ ‘ fble.' — It is to beconfelTed ^“xt polygamy 
“ was mueb condemned by the ancients, 
“ though I think I have met with fomething 
“ about it, that is little noticed; but of that 
“ I can adventure to fay nothing at this 
dillance from my books and papers. 

“But 

t Ffow unfairly Dean Delaney reprefents this paflage 
in the Bifiop's paper, may be feen before, p. where 

we 
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“ But all that being granted, it is to be 
'^-’ered that the anfieHts were unjt^ a|id 
gainft marriage (itfelf), and did ex- 
- ^ ciy favour the celibatet or iingle (life) j 
** fo that in fpmc places, they who married a 
fecond time, were put to do penance for it ; 
** and, indeed, both Jew and Gentile had run 
into fuch excefs by their free commixtures, 
** that it is no wonder if the holy men of 
thofe ages/ being provoked to a juft zeal, 
againft fuch unjuft practices, niuft have 
been carried, through immoderate fwaying 
** of the counterpoize, into fome extremes on 
“ the etber hand*. 

“ Therefore, to conclude this Jhort aupwer^ 
“ wherein many things are hinted, which 
might have been enlarged into a volume, I 
fee nothing fo ftrong againft polygamy, as 
to balance the great and vifible imminent 
** hazards that hang over fo many tboufands, 
if it be not allowed." 

The author cannot help exprefling the 
higheft fati^fa(ftion in finding, that in what 
he has written on the fubjeft, he has had 
the honour of coinciding in fo many pointy, 

we ^re to fuppofe his Lordjhip making the beft excufc 
he could, for giving a ra/h opinion — whereas, he feems 
to give the circumftance of being at ‘‘ a diftance from 
** his books and papers,-’ as a reafon for not producing 
teftimonies from the antients “ little noticed,” but which, 
if produced, would tend to fhew, that fomc of them 
thought as his Lordjhip did upon the fubjeft. 


with 
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with the fentiraents of this learned, judicious, 
arrf excellent Bifiop, But, on the other hand, 
he rauft exprefs his forrow, that his 
was fo far ** diftant from his books and pa- 
** pers," otherwife, it is moft probable, that 
he would have produced fome valuable tefti- 
monies from the antients, concerning what he 
hints at as — “ little noticed." 

Another thing is ahb to be lamented, which 
is, that the good Bijhop did not proceed to 
explain what he meant by thofe “ great and 
** vifible imminent hazards,” mentioned in 
' the laft paragraph. 

If fo irnall and inconfidcrable a perfon as 
myfelf may venture to guefs at the meaning 
of fo confiderable and great a man as Bipof> 
Burnety I (hould fuppo/c, that his Lordfiip has 
here a reference to his obfervatiou before 
made, concerning the difference between the 
ifate of innocencyy and that of mankind fince 
the fall, and to thofe which he mentions 
as the confequences of the latter — which 
could not exift during the former. Such as 
“ barrennef, ficknefsy uncleannefsy or crojfnefs 
** of humour." What “ great, imminent, 
**,and vilible hazards hang over thoufands" 
from thefe caufes, has been obferved before, 
p. To vindicate, therefore, the 

lawfulnefs oi polygamy is, as the world is now 
conftituted, in fucb cafes at leall, to ad as a 
good citizen of the world y by vindicating the 
“ natural privileges,” and necelTary rights of 
mankind ; and it is, at the fame time, to 

ad 
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act as a fincere believer of divine revelationt 
forth, openly and without difguife* 
iLY SYSTEM, by which thofe 
ablilhed and fecured. To vin- 
dicate allb that univerfal law, which had the 
good of the WHOLE for its objedt — to fhew 
that its wifdom and be7iejicence are too vast 
to be confined to a Jingle people, or a fingle 
period particular dijpenj'ation— -to free it from 
tint oblcurity which tnonks and priejis, and 
oyier entbujiafts -mA fanatics, have involved it 
in, to the diftrefs and ddtrudtion of milli- 
ons — is a talk referved alone for thofe, who, 
for the fake of tYuth, are willing to facrifice 
tlieir eafe and reputation to the malevolence 
of ignorance and prejudice. 


CHAP. 



[ 300 ] 


CHAP. V. 


Christ not the Giver of a new Law, 


€€ 


IS 


7^0 S HEIM (Eccl. Hift. Maclaines edit, 
quarto, vol. i. p. 295) very juftly ob- 
fervcs — ** When once the minijiers of the 
** church had departed from the antient fim- 
f* plicity of religion, abufes were daily mul- 
“ tiplied; and fuperjlition drew, from its 
horrid fecundity, an incredible number of 
abfurdities, which were added to the doc- 
trine of Christ and his apoftles.” — This 
very true, and very ftrikingly exemplified 
in that learned and accurate writer’s hiftory 
of the Chrijiian churchy both with regard to 
ceremonies and dolirines. Among other ab- 
furdities in point of doBrine, is the notion 
that Christ’s miflion upon earth, was to 
exhibit to mortals a new law, diftinguiflied 
from all others by its unblemifhed fanBity 
znd.'perfBion," In vol. ii. p. 277, this is 
reprefented as one main article of the Socinian 
creed, and it is to be wiflied that it never had 
been adopted but by the immediate followers 
of Soci/fus. Yet this is the language we hear 
daily, and is at the bottom of that extravagant 
notion exp refled by Gronovius on Grotius dc 
Jure, tom, i. p. 274, o<^vo, 1735 — main- 

taine4 


€€ 
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tained by many learned men, and even adopted 
' by the generality of Chriftians, as 
Popes fupremacy and infallibility 
e the Reformation — namely, that 
— “ Lex naturae & veteris foederis concedunt 
“ polygamiam” — he law of^ nature and of the 

“ Old 

* By /ex naturee, or law of nature, I underftand, for my 
own part, as far as I can make fenfe of the expreffion, 
or reconcile it to* truths that lex non JeriptOj or unwritten 
lajv^ given of God to Adam^ and from him derived by 
tradition to the people of God* till the time of MofeSy 
when the lex feripta^ or \uritten law^ was given by Mofes. 
^^tJohn\. 17. former pari^ and Rorn, v. 13. Both thefe 
laws are in fubftance one and the fame. The moral obli-* 
gation of each demanded the fame obedience \ the ceremonial 
inftituti^s of both pointed out the fame facrifice and 
atonement for fin. Neither of thefe laws forbad polygamy^ 
therefore it was pradtifed by Abraham — Jacoby and doubt- 
lefs many others who lived under what is called the pa^ 
triarchal difpenfation — as well as by the Jews under the 
Mofaical difpenfation. As for what is generally under- 
flood by the law of naturcy the offspring of what is called 
the light of naturCy or the mores communes naturali rationi 
confentanei — Grot — by which I fuppofe we arc to under- 
ftand^ — ‘‘ Common rules of moral adtion, which are con- 
fonant to every man’s natural reafon** — thus making 
men their own lawgtversy as to what is morally good and 
evihy this, notwithftanding all the learned lumber that 
has been written upon the fubjeft, is a definition not un- 
like that of the ftate of Ifraely when theyjiad Xio kingy 
but every man did that which was right in his own eyes* 
Judges xvii. 6. A law of naturcy which is to fpring from, 
and be agreeable to every man’s natural reafon in this 
corrupted iktitCy Is a ridiculous cbimaray that may bear as 
many forms as there are men in the world. — It is Atheifm 
at bottom (for there is but one Law^giver — compare 
If. xxxiii. 22. James iv. 12.) and is beft deferibed. 
by 

Monflrumy horrendumy Informey ingonsy cui lumen adempium. 

l,et 
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“ Old T! ejl ament i allow polygamy, but it is for-^ 
bidden.' — “ Lege Christi” — by the law of 
Christ. This appears to be the opinion of 
Grotius in that place on which Gronovius com- 
ments : for he fays — “ Ex Christi lege ir- 
** riturii eft conjiigium cum eo qui maritus fit 
** alterius mulieris, ob jus illud quod Chris- 
** Tus foemina; pudicitiam fervanti dedit in 
maritum.” — By the law of Christ, a mar- 
riage with a man who is the hujband of another 
woman, is void and of none effeB, by rcafon of 
the right which Christ gave to the woman, 
who preferves her chafity, over her husband. 
Here then Christ is fet jip to exhibit to 
mortals a new law, and that, in oppofition to 
the law of nature, and of the Old ‘Tejlamcnt, as 

Let thofe who think I cariy this matter too far, confuit 
Rom. i. 21, &c. which paflage of holy writ may be 
lookc 5 d upon as a fummary of what is faid in the Old Tef- 
tament, of the depravity, blindnefs, ignorance, and 
wickednefs of xhc fallen human nature* This is abun-* 
dantly confirmed by all hiftory, and daily experience. 
Dr* Alexander.^ Hid. of Worn. vol. i. p. 169, fays, very 
truly- Man, in that rude and uncultivated ftate in 
“ which he originally appears in all countries, before 
he has been formed by focicty, and inftrudted by ex- 
perience, is an animal, differing but little from the 
‘‘ wild beafts that furreund him.” Here let me once 
Hldre retomL.v nd to the reader ^ perufal, Dr. Leland's 
Advantage and Neccjfity of the Chrtjiian Revelation* There 
he will fee a very authentic account of what man is, 
‘‘ though formed by fociety, and in(lru£led by expe- 
rience,** without the light of divine revelation* This, 
not as it refpedts the vulgar and illiterate,^ but thofe alfo 
who arc handed down to us, as moft eminent ^ox wifdom^ 
Uarningy and phiiofophy* — The world by wisDORii 
KNEW NOT God, I Cor. i- 21, Comp. Job xi. 7, 8. 

Gronovius 
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Gronovius exprelTes it. How tliis idea har- 
monizes with the berefy of Socinus, may ap- 
pear froip, the fhort view which we have of 
the Socinian theology., MoJJo. vol. ii. p. 276.-^ 
“ God, who is infinitely more perfedl than 
“ man, though of a funilar nature in fome 
“ refpedts, exerted an a<fl of that power by 
** wliich He governs all things, in confe- 
quence of which an extraordinary pcrfon 
“ was born of the Virgin Mary. Thsft per- 
“ fon was Jesus Christ, whom Gob firll 
tranflatcd to heaven, an4 having inftrufted 
“ Him fully there'in the knowledge of His 
“ will, counfels„and defigns, fent Him again 
“ into this fublunary world to promulgate to 
“ mankind a new rule of life, more excellent 
“ than that under which they bad formerly 
“ lived, to propagate the truth by His mi- 
niftry, and to confirm it by His death." 
Thus blafphemed Socinus againfl: the excel- 
lence, purity, and perfedlion of the Jaw of 
Jehovah, as well as againft the glory and 
divinity of the Son of God ! However, this 
notion about a new law given by Christ, is 
not * to be called the invention of Socinus, 

who 

* Eufebius^ the famous biftiop of Ctefarea^ one ot the 
moft learned Greek writers of the 4th century, whofe 
eminent talents and acquifitions were accompanied by 
many errors and defects ( fee Mojheim^ EccL Hift. vol. i. 
p. 286—7 ) fays, inDemond. Evang. lib. i. c. i, that 
the law of Mo/es was given only to ih^jewijh nation, 
and that only while it remained in its own country 
from whence he infers, ‘‘ Or/ tutq iripit 'Tpoipnltt kai 
“ ereptf That on this account there 


was 
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who lived fo late as the i6th centiir3r; it was 
a dodtrine of the Korartt when the impoftor' 
♦ Mahomet fet up his religion; for we ar. 
there informed, that, ** of 224,000 fropheh 
** which have from time to time been fent 
** into the world — among whom 3 1 3 were 
** apojilest fent with Ipecial commiffions to 
** reclaim mankind from infidelity and fi>- 
** perftition— of them brought new laws 
** for that purpofe, which fucceffively abro- 
** gated the preceding. Thefe were, i . Adam, 
** 2. Noah, 3. Akfabam, 4. Mofes, 5. ^efus, 
** 6 Mahomet." See Broughton, Hift. Lib* 
tit. Mohammed. 

It was fundamentally neceflarv for Maho- 
met' % plan, to have it believed that God had 
fent feveral prophets into the world; who had 
fucceffively abrogated the laws of thofe who 
had gone before : for as Mahomet' % intention 
was to appear as fuch an one himfelf, he very 
artfully kept his followers from looking after 
the credentials of his mifiion in the writings 
of the Old and New TCeJiaments ; for had he 
appealed to thefe himfelf, or referred his fol- 
lowers t6 their evidence of his milfion from 
God,' He mufl have appeared as great an 

a 


** was a neceiEty for another prophet., and another lawJ** 
See Barbeyracj rr. notes on Grot, de Jure. liv. i. c. i. 
§ 16. note I. 

♦ Earlier ftill — “ La£lantius confiders Christ’s mif- 
fion as having no other end, than that of leading man- 
kind to virtue, by the moll fublnne precepts, and the 
mo^ perfect example** Mojheim, vol. i. i88, notch, 
century 4th. 

impojlor 


2 
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impojlor in their eyes, as doubtlefs he waS 
in his * own. 

Tha Jefus proved the reality of 

milhon, by a courfe dircdlly contrary to this, 
for, in all His teaching. He conftantly apy 
pealed to the law and t\\^ prophets — “ It h 
“ wi'itten," was His warrant for all He faid 
and did — He founded all His claim to the 
charadler of the MnssiAit, on the Writings 
of the -}- Old •Teftaraeiit, and all His miracles 
were a conftant appeal to what was there 
foretold concerning him/' So far from af- 
fuming to Himfclfthc authority of abrogat- 
ing that holy, ptrfetil, and ipiritual rule of 
life, which was contained in the law given 
from God by Mofcs, He began His public 
miniflry with the moft folemn protcft againft 
fuch a fuppofition. T^herefore, to contend 
for his enadling any ne%v law, contrary to the 
law of nature, and of the Old Teftament, is to 
call in queftion His veracity, and to place 
Him in a rank of impofure even below Ma- 
homet hithfelf. Mahomet profelTcd to re- 
form, 

* Mahofnct was too cunning not to be fcnfible of this. 
Therefore he got rid of all danger from thcirauthi)rititf5, 
W making it believed that the pentaieuch^ pfnlms^ and 
g^peh were fo altered and corrupted, that little credit 
was to be given to them — That God had promifed to take 
care of the Koran^ and to preferve it from any ddditinn or 
diminution. Koran^ c. 15. 

t So His fore-runner, ^ohn the BaptiJ},^ appealed to 
the Old Teftament for the truth of his miffion. Sec' 
Matt. iii. Luke ill. 4 — 6, with John i. 22, 23. 

X This adventurous impoftor declared publicly, that 
he was CommiHioned by God to deflroy Folytheifm and 

VoL. I. X Idohfrji 
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form, but in truth to deftroy, the law and 
the prophets, as they had deftroyed all jpre- 
cedingfyjlems : whereas Christ molt lolemn- 
ly declared — that heaven and earth could fooner 
p^s, than one jot or tittle pafs from the law-— 
‘Ihink not, faid He, that I am come to defray 
the law or the prophets j I am not come to de^ 
froy, but to fulfil. So far from abrogating 
the law, or rule of Ife, which had been de- 
livered by the hand of Mofes, or fetting up a 
new law in oppofi^tion to it — He came into 
the world to be fubji^'-’to it in all things, 
and fo to fulfil the whole righteoufnefs of it. 
Matt. iii. 15. 'To magnify and make it honour- 
able. If. xlii. 21. even by His obedience unto 
death. Speaking in the fpirit of prophecy 
(Pf. xl. b.) He fays — Lo — I come — in the 
volume of the book it is written of me — I delight 
to do thy will, O my God ; yea, thy law is 
•within my heart. And in His public minifiry, 
how uniformly doth he fpeak the fame thing ? 
How does He difclaim the imputation of 
abrogating the law of God, and of fetting up 
any new law of His own, in oppofition to 
,it ? He whom God hath fent, faid He, fpeak- 
eth the -words of God. 'John \\\. 34. — My 
dobirine is not mine, but His that fent me. 


Idolatry, and then to reform, ftrft the religion of the 
Arabians, and afterwards the Jtwijh and Chrijitan wor- 
Ihip. For thefe purpofes he delivered a ntw law, which 
is known by the name of The Koran, or Alcoran, See. 
Mofljeim, Part i. c. 2. §2. Cent. 7. — Mahomet calls 
Jt/us the Reformer of the Law of Mofes. Sec Turkijh 
vol. ii. p. II6. edit. 1691. 

. » John 
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John vii. i6, any man ‘will do His 

‘loill, he pall know of the doSlrine, whether it 
be of God, or whether I /peak of myself. 
John viii. 28. — I do nothing of myself, but 
as my Father hath taught me IJpeak thefe things, 
John xii. 49, 50. — I have not fpoken of my- 
self, but the Father which fent Me, He gave 
Me a commandment what I feould fay, and what 
I pould Jpeak. ^ My 7neat is to do the ^ill of 
Him that fent Me, and to finijh His work, 
John iv. 34. — This is not^e language of one 
who came to abrogd^e-SoD’s law, as deliver- 
ed by Mofes, and, to fet up a new law of His 
own, contrary to the rule of life revealed in 
the Old Teftament, but of one who came to 
fulfil the righteoufnefs of the law, every precepi 
of which He revered, whofe every command- 
ment He perfedlly obeyed. 

Let the reader turn to his Bible, and con- 
fider what is faid of the law of God— Pf. xix. 
7, 8, 9, 10, II, and throughout the whole 
long 119th Ffalm, and furely he muft fayi, 
that the idea of a more excellent law, or rule 
of life, than is therein fet forth, is as replete 
with folly, as it is with blafphemy. The fame 
teftimony which the Old Teftamenuiiwafs to* 
the perfeBion of the divine law, is alfo borne 
in the New Teftament. When Christ de- 
livers that fummary of it, MarkyFu 30, 31, 
under the two heads of the love of GoD with 
all the heart — and the love of our neighbour as 
of ourfelves— Fit fays — Hhere is none other 
commandment greater than theje. So Paul, 
X t (Rom. 
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(Rom. vii. 12.) 'The law is holy, and the cont* 
mandment holy — juji — and good, again 

(ver. 14.) The law is fpiritual. — Enter not 
into judgment with thy j'ervant, 0 Lord, faith 
the Pfalmift, for in thy fight Jhall no man liv- 
ing be jufifed. Pf. cxliii. 2. — For by the deeds 
of the law there jkall no fejh be jujiifed in his 
fight, faith the apofile, Rom. iii. 20. And 
again, Rom. iii. 19. Whatfoever things the 
LAW faith, it faith to them, that are under 
THE LAW, thaa^very mouth may befopped, 
and all the world beiTthe guilty before God. 
After all this, to talk of a more excellent 
“ law — a more pure and perfed: rule of life," 
goes beyond folly, it borders upon madnefs. 

But as madnefs is ufually allowed to be fo 
far confident with'itfelf, as to argue right, 
though from wrong principles, we muft ob- 
ferve that this fcheme of abrogating the old 
law, and of introducing a new one, was a 
neceflary and confident part of the Socinian 
plan— to differ znde of life to remain, which, 
from its purity and holinefs, concluded all men 
under fn, and condemnation, fo that no flefo 
could be jujiifed by it — and, at the fame time, 
to ddn^'-’the necefiity of a vicarious fatisfaSiion 
and atonement (which is the very marrow of 
the Socinian herefy)— was to render the falva- 
tion of man impof ible. Socinus, therefore, to 
edablifh a confident plan, abrogates the divine 
law as delivered by Mofes, by which man 
cannot be faved^ and introduces a new law 
(called the law of Christ) by which he 

might 
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might be faved. This made way for the reft 
of the * Socinian fcheme, fo that the divinity 
of Chrisx’s perfon — His vicarious obedience 
^fufferings — atonement — and fatisfaBion — be- 
ing rendered unnecelTary, were all ftruck out 
of the Socinian gofpel. Thus the pride of 
fallen man’s reafon, or rather the reafonings 
of his pride, are made to triumph over the 
wifdom of God. But as in all wickednefs 
there is folly, fo in this ; for if no man coveld 
be jujlified by a law lefs excellent, pure, and 
ptrfeB, how could he befwed by one that is 
more fo? This has Utefteen by the Sociniansi 
therefore— is their gofpel obedience, 
and if they fail here (as fail they muft) a 
jincere dejire to obey will ferve the turn. — 
Thus ends the Socinian, with the Mahometan, 
in the deftrudtion both* of the law and the 
gofpel: and Christ, like Mahomet, is to an- 
nihilate Mofes and the prophets I 

If we attend to our Saviour's preaching, 
and efpecially to that heavenly difcourfe de- 
livered from the Mount, we fliall find Him a 
moft zealous advocate for the law of God, as 
delivered by Mofes. We fhall find Him 
ftripping it of the falfe glofies, by which the 
Jewifh rabbles had obfcured or perAVjstrti ifs 

* The Turkljb Sp, Vol. ii. Lett. 15, writing tq the 
Muju concerning different Chrijlian fects, fays, “ There 
** IS a fe6t which they call Socinians^ who feem to preach 
out of the very book of glory, (i. c. the Alcoran) de- 
nyiiig the divinity of jefus the fon of Mary^ the 
Chrijlian^ 5 Mejfias \ even as our divine Law^giver 
does, in feveral chapters and verficlcs of the 

X 3 meaning, 
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meaning, and reftoring it to that purity an4 
Ipirituality by which it reacheth even to the, 
thoughts and intents of the heart. F csQnftancc, 
when He is about to enter upon a faithful 
expofition of the moral laivt left his hearers 
fliould imagine, that what he was about to 
fay, was contrary to the law of the Old^ef- 
tament, being fo different from the teaching 
pf the Scribes and Pharifeest He prefaces his 
difcourfe with thofe remarkable works— 
Matt. V. 17 — 20. P’hink not that I am come to 
dejlroy the law or prophets , I am not cofUe 
to defray i but to fulfil for verily I fay unto 
yout till heaven and earth pafs away^ one jot or 
one tittle Jhall not pafs from the laini, fill all be 
fulfilled. So far from abrogating the old rule 
of life delivered from God by Mofes\, no one 
Angle part of it, ndt a fentence — a word—z 
letter— bit of a letter, was to be deftroyed. 
Whofoever, therefore, fall break one of thefe 
leaf commandments, and lhall teach men fo, 
he fhall be called the leaf in the kingdom of 
heaven but whofoever jhall do and teach them, 
the fame Jhall be called great in the kingdom of 
heaven. What commandments were thefe ? 
The fequel fhews that they were the com- 
mandUKAtS of the moral law, or rule of life, 
delivered from God by Mofes. For except 
your right eoufnefs (or conformity to thofe 
commandments, which ought to be internal 
znA Jpiritual) exceed the righteoufnefs of the 
Scribes and Fbarifees (which- was merely out- 
ward oxiA formal} ye Jhall in no cafe enter into 
the kingdom of heaven. He then enters upon 
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an expofition of the Jixth commandment, 
which He vindicates from the bare, outward, 
literal conftruition, received by old tradition^ 
and taught by the Scribes and PhariJees-^Xe 
have heard that it •was Jdid by them of old time^ 
Thou Jhalt not kill, and whofoever fhall kill, 
Jhall be in danger of the judgment — but I fay 
unto you, that •whofoever ts angry "with his 
brother •without a caufe, jhall be in danger of 
the judgment:^ and •whofoever Jhall fay to his 
brother, Raca, Jhall be in danger of the council: 
But •whofoever Jhall fay— Thou fool— -Jhall be in 
danger of hell-fire — “ I fay unto you" 
—does not imply that Christ meant to 
abrogate God’s la'w againft murder j and to 
fet up a ne^w la^w of His own inftead thereof 
—but to fhew the people, that what they 
had been taught by tire Scribes and Pharifees, 
after the tradition of the elders^ namely, to 
look upon the Jixth commandment as reach- 
ing only to the out^warj a£i of murder, waa 
falfe, for that, in the jpiritual view and in- 
tendment of that la^Wi it forbad every temper 
which refembled it, or could lead to it -, fuch 
as violent, caufelefs, unprovoked anger, or 
any malicious inclination of the heart, break- 
ing forth apd fhewing itfelf in Qip^s^bridus 
and injurious language •, thefe are as contrary 
to the la^w of the Jecond tablq — Thou Jhalt Jove 
thy neighbour as thyfelf—m their nature and 
tendency, as murder itfelf. So i John iii.. 15. 
He that hateth his brother is a murderer, and 
ye know that no murderer hath eternal Ife abid-. 
pg in him, 

X 4 Christ 
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Christ then procee4s to explain tha 
Jeventb commandment. Te have heard that 
it was faid by them of old time ^ Th^u flialtnot 
commit adultery. But J fay unto yous that, 
wbofoever looketh upon a woman to luf after 
hery hath already committed adultery with her 
in his heart. This — ** but I fay unto you ” — 
does not imply that Christ meant to repeal 
the feventh commandment, hut to explain it, 
as he had done the fxthy and tO (hew that it 
not only meant ^o forbid the adt of defiling 
another's wife even indulging iii 

the heart an evtldefre towards her. Whereas 
the Scribes and Pharifees, after the tradition of 
the elders, ftuck to the outward letter, and 
taught, that nothing but the outward aB 
a breach of this law. What our Lord faid 
here was no ne%v commandment, but what 


was implied \xs.\}s\& tenth commandment — 'Thou 
Jlsalt not covet (luft after) thy neighbour s wife. 
So Prov. xxiv. 9 . The thought of foolifmefs 
is JlUy 

j^gain. Te have heard that it has been faid 
by them of old time. Thou Jhalt not forfwear 
tbyfelf, but fait perform unto the Lord thine 
oaths, ^i^ut I fay unto you. Swear not at all, 
neitberoy heaven, for it is Gov's throne, nor 
by, the earth, for it is His footfiool, &c. — but 
let your communication heyea, yea, and nay, 
nay •, for whatfoever is more than thefe comet h 
of evil. Our Lord, by His — but I fay 

unto you ' — doth not eriaft any new law, 
but explains and reftores the honour of the 
third commandment—^Tl^ow fait not take the 


name 
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name of the Lord thy God in vain. This 
evidently forbids all vain and ralh fwearing, 
and the ufe of God’s holy name (tJwb) in 
vain, to no purpofe, in men’s communication 
with each other. Even fwearing by the crea- 
tures, is an interpretative breach of this com- 
mandment ; for, as OUR Lord flicws, there 
is no creature but hath fome relation to God. 

Te have heard that it hath been /aid. An eye 
for an eye, a tooth for a tooth ; but I fay unto 
you, that ye reff not evil, but whofoever jhaU 
fmite thee on the r\^t turn to him the 

other alfo, &c. This refers to Exod. xxi. 24, 
where the law of retaliation was enadted, to 
be adminiftered by tbe judges of Ifrael in a 
judicial way, on the lawful convi< 5 tion of 
offenders : but the Jews, who were taught 
to abufe every thing, rhade this a rule of pro- 
ceeding in their own private a£ls of revenge 
upon one another. Such a temper and difpofi- 
tion as this was very Jinful to indulge, much 
more fo to gratify; our Lord therefore 
checks this, by teaching patience and for- 
bearance, and doing good to, rather than in- 
juring, their enemies. But ftill here is- no 
, nev) law, the Old Teflament taught the fatrje. 
Exod. xxiii. 4*5. If thou meet thirce^nemy s 
afs or his ox going ajlray, thou Jhalt furely bring 
it back to him again. If thou fee the afs of him 
that hatetb thee lying under bis burden, and 
wouldji f orbear to help him, thou jhalt furely 
help with i^/w.^Prov. xxiv. 17. Rejoice not 
when thine enemy falleth, and let not thine heart 
be glad when be Jtumbleth, leji the Lord fee it. 
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md it diJI>lea/e Him. r^^TOv. XXV, ai. If thine 
enemy * hunger ^ give him bread t& eat i if he 
he tmrfiy^^ve bimmater to drink.^htv,xix. 
I 7 », i8. xhouiflealt not hate thy brother in thine 
beart-’^bou fialt not -j” avenge^ nor bear any 
grudge agdnf the children of thy people^ but 
thou jhdt love thy neighbour as thyfelf. / am 
the Loro. All this is but faying what 
Christ fays in other words. — This dodrine 
is indeed by example^, as well as taught by 
precept^ in Old Teftament. See i Sam. 
xxiv. 17, 18, 19, T^ith Pf. vii. 4. But what 
a bright example hav^We, of rewarding evil 
•with good-) in the charadter of Jofeph ? Gen. 
xlv. &c. 

Give to him that afieetb thee, and from him that 
•mould borrow of thee turn thou not away. This 
is the very language of Deut. xv. 7, 8, 10. 

Xe have beard that it hath been faid, Thou 
fbak love thy neighbour and hate thine enemy : 
they certainly had heard fuch a dodtrine from 
the Scribes and Pharifees, but it was falfe •, the 
Jaw laid, Thou Jhalt love thy neighbour) but 

♦ We fitid the prophet Elijha preaching this very 
idpArme to the king of Jfrael.^ with refpeft to his enemies 
.the who were captivated at Samaria^ during the 

war with the kings of Syria. See 2 Kings vi. 22. 
t Mr, Batiy on this place, well obferves, — It is 
wonderful, that they, who read thefe commandments, 
can talk pf the fpirit ^ the law* s differing from that of 
the gofpel, as if the SVirit of God could differ from 
^ Him 5 £ 1 .f, and the fame love were not required of the 
y«oas is of the Chrifiian\ when, on x}noUve ^God 
and pur meighbpury hane all the law and the prophets, 
V according to both the Old and New Teftament.” 

in 



[ 3'S 1 

in no part of it, 72 k>u Jhalt bate tbine enenff^ 
jiireaiy the contrary, Lev. xlx. j8. Yetwmt 
jpumbers of people are there, that believe it 
did allow hatred to enemies^ and that the Jor^ 
givenefs of them, and doing them good, was 
never known till Christ preached it! The 
apojile tells us — hove worketh no ill to bis 
neighbour, therefore love is the fulfilling <f the 
law. Rom. xiii. lo. Wbot law is meant, 
appears ver. 8* 9 j not o.new law of 
but the old law delivered from God by Mofes. 
As there is but one lawgfp<.l^ (James iv. 12.) 
fo there is but one^iitw^. 

More inftances of the truth above contend- 
ed for might be adduced, but I will refer the 
reader to but one more on this part of the 
fubjedt, wherein, if Cjirist could ever have 
had the leaft intention’of abrogating the old 
rule of life, given from God by Mofes, and 
fetting up a new one of his own, he had a fair 
opportunity of declaring it. — Matt. xix. 16. 
One came unto him, and faid. Good majier, 
what good thing jhall I do, that I may have 
eternal life f He faid unto him. If thou wilt 
enter into life, keep the commandments. He 
faith unto Him, Which'? Jesus faid, Ithw 
jhalt do no murder— -thou jhalt not com, i, if adul- 
tery — thou jhalt not feal — thou fait nof hear^ 

* Nothing can be clearer upon this point, than our 
Saviour’s Jummary of all He had been fayihg on the 
fubjeft of relative duties, throughout the whole of His 
divine difeourfe. Therefore^ all things whatfoever ye 
would that men Jhould da to you., do ye even fo to them, for 

^THIS IS THE LAIF AND THE PROPHETS. 

falfe 



C 316 j 

falfe witneji — honour thy father and thy mother 
—•and — thou Jhalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf 
The young man faith unto Him, Allthefe things 
have I kept from my youth up : what lack I yet? 
Jesus faid unto him, If thou wilt be perfeSl, 
fell that thou haji, and give to the poor, and 
thou Jhalt have treafure in heaven ; and come 
and follow me. The ufe which I would make 
of this fcripture, is to (hew that every ne- 
ceffary requifite for entering into life, as far as 
the fecond table of the law is concerned, is 
here fet down — hilfr-we find not a fyllable of 
any new law, or ont Jot or tittle fubtrafted 
from the old. Comp. Luke x. 25 — 28. 
The old law is repeated word for word, and 
fummed up in its fpiritual fenfe and import 
in the laft fen fence, which occurs in the Old 
Tcftament in juft the*^ fame words. See Lev. 
xix. 18. I’hou Jhalt love thy neighbour as thy^ 
felf.—^\it proof which our Lord required 
of this man's fncerity, that of giving to the 
poor, was as much a duty under the Old 
Teftament as under the new. See Deut. xv. 
7 — II, andPf. xli. i. They^/fowm^ Christ 
was fo far from being a new law, that it was 
the only way to heaven which God ever re- 
vealed^hce the fall of man. Comp. Deut. 
xviii. I t;, with A(fts hi. 22, 23, 24, and 
Matt. xvii. r. 

But it hath been urged, that Christ de- 
clared Himfclf to introduce a new law, "John 
xiii, 34. where He faith, A new conimand~ 
ment give I unto you. The context runs thus : 

new commandment give I unto you, that ye 
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love one another i as I have loved you, that yt 
alfo love one another. — By this jhall all tneH 
know that ye are My difcipies, if ye have love one 
to another. It furely cannot be meant, that, 
by the term “ new commandment f we are to 
underftand the introduction of fome law to- 
tally new in itfelf, as to the matter of it, with- 
out evident tnconfjiency, and abfolute contra- 
didiion: for our Lord fays. Matt. xxii. 59,40* 
yb loxie our neighbour as ourfelves, is one of 
the two great commandments, on which hang 

ALL THE LAW .' TixS , PROPHETS. And 

St. John fpeaks of our loving one another, as 
an old commandtnent which we had from the be- 
ginning. Comp. I John n. 7, 8. with 2 fobn 
V. 6. St. Paul faith, Rom. xiii. 8. Owe no 
man any thing, but to losoe one another — he that 
loveth another fulflleth the law. For this-— 
thou fait not commit adultery — thou jhalt not 
kill — thou Jhalt not bear fa fe witnefs—thou 
jhalt not covet — and if there be any other 
COMMANDMENT, it is briefly comprehended 
in this faying — Hhou Jhalt love thy neighbour 
as thyfelj'. Love worketh no ill to his neigh- 
bour, therefore love is the fulfilling 
OF the law. Comp. 2 John £0 
James ii. 8. If ye fulfil the Royal Law (votxov 
^ accriXiKov ) according to the scripture, 
^Thou Jhalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf (See 
Lev. xix. ye do well. But if ye have, re- 
fpeSl to perfons (See Leo. xix. 1 5. Prov. 
Xiciv. 23. xxviii. zi.") ye commit fin, and are 
convinced {eKsyxci}ktvoi, conviCted)oF the law 
as tranfgrejfors. For whofoever Jhall keep the 

whole 
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laWt and yet offend in one point {or 
ir^nce-^h m) is guilty of all^i. c. ** He is 
** as truly z fnner^ and as truly fubjeft to 
** ipuniidiment, though not fo feverely, as if 

he had aftually been guilty of all poffible 
** tranfgreffion againft God’s laws.” See 
ParM}urffs Gr. & Eng. Lex. fub voc. evo^of. 
i*'or Me that /aid. Do not commit adultery ; faid 
•alfoi Do not kill. Now, if thou commit no adul- 
4*ry, yet if thou kill, thou art become a tranfgref- 
for ff the lem, yer. ii. — i. e. by offendirg 
againft the authofit}^, of the Lawgiver. 
Whether in one oi inore inftances this be 
done, the whole law, conlidered as one en- 
tire rule of obedience, is violated, and the of- 
fender of courfe liable to punifliment. Comp. 
Gal. iii. lo. See a very feafible paraphrafe on 
yames ii. 8 — 12. in Guyfds Paraphafeon the 
New Teftament. 

St. fames addrefles this epiftle to the be- 
lieving feias, but holds forth no other rule 
of obedience to them, than the royal law 
delivered from God to Mofes, and recorded 
in the Old Teftament. For the law 

of liberty, fee chap. i. 25. and chap. ii. 12: 
See Quyfe s Paraphrafe on the New Tefta- 
ment, note on fames i. 25. and otiRom.iu.zy. 

Demonftration cannot be clearer, if thefe 
paftages be duly confidered, that Christ 
«ould not mean, by a new commandment, one 
that had never before exifted, biitto eftablifli 
the old commandment among His difciples, riot 
only on the footing of its general obligation as 
they were ww, but alfo on that jpecial confider- 
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ation of their relatiou to Him, and to one an# 
other as His difciplcs, fo as, if need were, to-i^ 
down their lives for each other. The inforciag 
this by a new ;{; example^on new obligations, on 
new »jo/TO«-^ieems to be the meaning of 
Christ’s calling the Jaw of brotherly love a 
new commandment. So his difciple John, 
( I fohn iii. 14.) We know that we have pajfed 
from death unto If e, becaufe we love the brethren', 
an ’ ver. 16. Hereby perceive we the love of 
G«d, hecaufe he laid down HJs life for us, and 
we ought to lay down our rives for the brethren. 
Something like this intenfe affcdtion we read 
of in the Old Teftament. From what other 
motive could Mofes fpeak, when he faid, on 
the behalf of his offending brethren (Exod. 
xxxii. 32.) Oh this people have finned a great 
fin, and have made them gods of gold ! {vcr. 31.) 
yet now, if ‘Thou wilt, forgive their fin, and f 
not, BLOT ME, I pray thee, out of thy book 
which thou hafi written. See alfo 2 5 am. 
xxiv. 17, where David pleads with God for 
the people, when he faw the angel thaJ fmote 
them, and faid — I have finned, I have. done 
wickefiy i but thefe Jheep, what have they done ? 
let thine hand, I pray thee, be agairfi and 
againfi my father s houfe. How were .both 
thefe great men eminent types of the , good 
Shepherd, who laid down His Ife for the fioetp ! 
John X. II. Here we may alfo obfervc the 
amiable and affedionate condudt of Abigail, 

y- Which may be inferred from the words—** as / 
“ have hvti you” 

when. 
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iwhen, on the behalf qf her churlifh hufban(l 
ffabalt fhe ventured forth to meet the angry 
and bis meut i Sam, xxv; i8, 22, 23, 
taking fault upon herfetf.^ Upon me, faid 
fhe, my lord^ let this iniquity be, and let thine 
handmaid, I pray thee, /peak in thine audience, 
and bear the words of thine handmaid : then fol- 
lows, to ver. 32. one of the moft noble, though 
Jimple inftances of the perfedtion and per- 
fuafivenefs of eloquence that* we meet with, 
even in the facred writings: one would al- 
moll think that Virg^ hajd this tranfadtion and 
that of David’s in his view, when he wrote 
the fpeech of Nifus to the B,utulians, on the 
behalf oU Euryalus, as much as that he had 
the prophecy of Ifaiah before him, when he 
wrote his Pollio, 

Me^ adfum qui feci ^ in Me convertite ferrum 5 
O SiutuUi mea fraus omnis j nihil ijle^ n)ec aufus 
Nec point t — Caelum hoc & cottfeia Sydera tejlor, 

Tantum infelicern nimium dilexit amicum. 


** Me, Me, he cry’d, turn all your fwords alone 
On me; the fa6l confefs’d, the fault my own. 

“ He neither could or durft, the guiltlefs youth— 
•WSTe moon and liars bear witnefs to the truth 1 
His only crime (if friend (hip can offend) 

“ Is too much love to his unhappy friend.” 

Dryd^n. 

So in' the friendfliip between David and 
fonathan-^i Sam. xviii. i.— where it isXaid 
•—the foul of Jonathan was knit with the foul of 

David, 
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iiavid, and 'Jonathan loved him as his own foul:-, 
«lnd ver. 3. — then Jonathan and David made 
a covenant, kecaufe he loved him as his own foul. 
And we actually find Jonathan interpofing 
with Saul on the behalf of David, even at the 
rifque of his own life, i Sam. xx. 32, 33. So 
David's affedlion to Abfalom — W ould to God 
I had died for thee, my fon ! 2 Sam. xviii. 33. 
And, to the lhame of us Chrifians be it fpoken, 
this heroic and difinterefted friendfhip is even 
to be found among the Heathen (in notion at 
neall) witnefs the fine and. beautiful ftory of 
Nyfus and Eurydlus. Virg. Mn. ix. 1. 427, &c. 
Even Epicurus could fay, that a wife man 
“ will fometimes die for his friend.” See 
Leland, vol. ii. p* 96. 

Wemuft readily allow, that the Redeem- 
er’s love to his people lurpafleth all human 
conception, as to the full and adequate know- 
ledge and comprehenfion of it, and leaves, at 
an immeafurable diflance, all the inftances of 
the moft difinterefted love and friendfhip, that 
ever did, or can exift among mortals. This 
is finely touched by the pen of infpiration, 
Rom. V. 7. For fcarcely for a righteous man 
will one die : yet peradventure perh^s), 

for a good man Jome would even dare to die. But 
Gc/i) commendeih his love to us, in that while we 
wfre yet fnners (and therefore— ver. 
lb.) Christ died for us. Well then may the 
ftime Apostle (Eph. iii. 19.) call it — rjrfp-* 
Tv\t yvuasu: cnycLitvi* tu Xptgov — -the love 
^Christ which pajfeth knowledge. Thefe 
confiderations may fuffice to fliew, that our 

VoL. I. Y Lord’s 
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Lord’s— jtafiuc viyci 7 rvi(TXviiaL(—AS I have loved 
you — is not to be taken in any other fenfe, 
than as directory for the motives of their af- 
fedlion towards each other, or to'defcribe the 
manner of that love which they were to bear 
each other as his difciples^ and for his fake. 
This was a new commandment, not as to the 
matter of it (for love is the fulfilling of the 
law) but as to the manner and meafure of it, 
grounded on the new principle of their re- 
lationfhip to him, and to eacn'‘other in him. 

A like fentiment occurs Luke vi. 36. 
ye therefore merciful,' (xaGwf) your Father is 
merciful ; where God’s mercy to man, is made 
the rule of our dealings ' with each other. 
What is there, in all this, contrary to, or in- 
confiftent with, Mfis and the prophets f 

“ But we meet with the very expreffion — 
** the ^Christ, Gal. vi. 2. — Bear ye one 

** another's burdens, and fio fulfil the law of 
** CHRiST.”~By bearing one another's bur- 
dens (a metaphor taken from eafing another 
by carrying a burden for him, or aflifting him 
in carrying it) I fhould apprehend that we are 
to underhand, what the Apofile exprefles— 
Rom. xii. 15. — by weeping with them that 
Weep', i. e. fo to be affedted with their for- 
rows, as even to make them our own, and^ito 
be as affiduous in their removal, or alleviation, 
as we fhould be were they our own But i" 
this a new law of Christ, in oppofition to, 

^ ^ This fympathetic tcndernefs is finely touched by the 
JpoJlU, I Cor. xii. 25, 26. 

inconliftent 
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inconfiftent with, or differing in the matter of 
it from, the law of the Old Teftament ? Ra- 
ther, doth not this fall under — thou Jhalt love 
thy neighbour as thyfelff Compare Gal. v. 14. 
This was to be obferved under the Old Tef- 
tament, as well as under the New ; we find 
this exemplified in thofe familiar inftances 
put Deut. xxii. j — 4. Nor was this to be 
confined to friends only, but to be extended 
to enemies. Exod. xxiii. 4, 5. Though the 
^tter of thefe laws expreffed only things 
comparatively trivial, yet, doubtlefs, the 
fpirit of them extended to matters of more 
ferious confequence, and were rules for their 
conduct towards each other in whatever cala- 
mities they or theirs might be involved : a 
very ftriking inftance of .this appears (Pfalm 
XXXV. 12, 13, 14.) in the behaviour David 
obferved with refped; to fome of his ungrate- 
ful enemies— rewarded me evil for good, to 
the fpoiling of my foul — to the depriving 

it of comfort.) But as for me, when they were 
fck (or afitSied, as n’^n alfo fignifies) my cloth- 
ing was fackcloth — I humbled my foul with fafi- 
ing — I behaved myfelf as though he had been my 
friend or brother — I bowed down heavily of orPt 
the t mourneth for his mother. 

However, by the * law of Christ, may 
ive not fuppofe fomething more to be meant 

• than 

• Thofe phrafes — the law of Christ— Chrijlian 
law — the law of the gofpel — the morality of the gofpel — the 
law of the New 'Tejlafnent — as they are commonly ufed 
and underAood, have greatly confounded the ideas of 

Y 2 mankind 
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than as to the do£irine which He taught in 
conformity to the law of love ? May we not 
fuppofe, that here is a reference to the * ex^ 
ample He fet — to the principle of adiion (for 
fo ;}l vojULOf fometimes is to be underftood — fee 
Rom. vii. 21.) which led Him to bear our 


mankind with regard to true and genuine Chri fit anti fy, 
and have added no little ftrcngth to the caufe of Socinian- 
ifm. 

All this arifes from a want of duly confidcring and 
underftanding the nature^ ufe^ and properties of the divine 
law^ as well as the place it holds in the ceconomy of the 
covenant of redemption. 

Its nature. — Spiritual^holy — juji — and good — there- 
fore can never fave, but be the miniftration of death and 
condemnation to us as tranfgreflbrs and guilty creatures. 
So that which was ordained unto life to the innocent^ mu ft 
be found to be unto death to the guilty. See Rom. vii. lo, 
12) 14. 2 Cor. iii. 7, 9. , 

Its ufe. — To convince of Jin — and thus to lead the Tin- 
ner to the atonement) fatisfadlion, righteoufnefs, and 
death of Christ, for pardon, juftification, acceptance, 
and life eternal. See Rom. vii. 7, 8, q, 10. Gal. ii, 19, 
&c. ; iii. 19, &c. 

Its properties. — Being written in the hearty and put into 
the mind^ it becomes a rule of life to the believer, an holy 
directory to Ihew him bow he ought to walk and to pleafe 
God j and, in the fight of the purity^ perfeflion^ and 
hoUnejfs of the divine law^ to live under conftant felf-abafc- 
ment, and deep humility, looking for the mercy of our Lord 
Jksua Christ unto eternal life. See Jcr. xxxi. 37 
Eph. ii. 10. Tit. ii. ii, 12, 13. Jude 21. Phil, ii 

Thofe who live under a prafiicul view of thefe ti 
are not only almoji.^ but altogether Chrijlians^ and c.- 
more think of a new law^ than of a new go [pel. F 
drank of the old wine of divine truths they dcfire not the 
new wine of human error (Luke v. 39.) for they fay the 
old is better. 

* John xili. 15. Rom. xv. 5. i Pet. ii. 

J See Parkhurft^s Gr. & Eng. Lex. fub voc. iv. 

burdea 
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burden of gui/f and punijhmenf, when He him- 
felf bare our Jins in His own body on the tree, 
i Pet. ii. 24. according to the prophecy that 
went before, If. liii. 4. Surely He hath borne 
our griefs, and carried oisr forrows. He fuffcred, 
leaving us an example, that we jhould follow His 
Jleps ; and in particular, by obferving the fame 
rule or principle of adi ion tow&rds each other as 
He did towards us, in bearing, alleviating, 
removing each* other s burdens of affliftion and 
dijrrow, by every means in^our power? The 
•vojaof — law — or ruld — which Christ aefted by 
towards us, is propofed to our imitation, 
with refpeit to* the forgivenefs of injuries, 
{Col. iii. 13.) Forbearing one another, and for- 
giving one another, if any 77 tan have a quarrel 
againfi any', even as forgave you, fo 

alfo doye. So that when a man forgives an 
injury upon this principle, he may be faid to 
fulfil the law ^’Christ in this refpedt, by 
adting agreeably to the rule — law — or prin- 
ciple of Christ towards I;Jis redeemed 
people. But what is there in all this incon- 
liftent with the Old Tcftament, or that is not 
exadlly conformable to it ? Christ did no- 
thing for us but wbat the Old Tefl;arnen 4 ex- 
adUy foretold. Adis xxvi. 22, 23. The 
ywojlle, in this pailage of Gal. vi. 2. fays on- 
ly, in other words, what is faid, i John iv. 11. 
Beloved, if Qoo Jo loved us, we ought alfo to 
|ove one another. So our \^o'KV),John-x\u. 34. 
F hat ye love one another, as I have loved you: 
As it is written. If. Ixiii. 8, 9. He was their 
Saviour •, in all their affndlion He was aff.icled. 

¥3 How 
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How then ought Chrijiians to obferve this 
rule towards each other ! How ought they to 
weep with them that weep — as Well as rejoice 
with them that do rejoice ! — Who is weak, and 
I am not weak ? — faith Paul, z Cor. xi. 29. 
Who is offended, and I hum notf Did Christ 
bear our burden — was this the wfioc — the prin- 
ciple of a( 3 :ion-*-the rule - — the law — ’Which 
governed Him in all He did and fuffered for 
us ? then let \x% fulfil this law towards each 
other, by interefting ourfelves in each other.!.^ 
.welfare and pfofperiry fo as, by our confo- 
lation, advice, and every other means in our 
power, to comfort tbofe thdt mourn — raife up 
them that are caf down — bind up the broken- 
hearted — and, in the fpirit of meeknefs, refiore 
thofe that are * fallen. Thus Jhall we bear 
each other s burdens, and fo fulfil the law of 
Christ. See If. Ixi. i, 2, 3. Laftly, it is 
not improbable that the apofile refers to what 
Christ faid, John xiii. 34, 35. xv. 12. 

I have before obferved, that the idea of 
Christ’s felting up a new law in oppo- 
fition to the law of the Old Teftament, as 
more pure -J- and holy, is equ:'dly feplete with 

* I'his is the more immediate fenfe of the Apojiky 
Gal. vi, 2. as appears by the context ; but yet I h Jv'' 
given a larger fenfe to the\vords, as doubtlefs containkir 
a rule for the conduft of Chrijiians to each other undl 
all their burdens^ from w'hatever caufe they may be d 
rived. 

t ‘‘ At Christi lex, ut res alias, ita & hanc conjugii 
“ inter Chrijiianos ad perfeitiorem redegit normam.” 
— ‘‘ But the law of Christ reduced, as it did other 
things, this law of marriage to a more perfect rule 
among Chriftians.” Grot, de Jure, lib. ii. c. 5. § 2, 

folly 
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folly and blafphemy. This is true ; for it not 
only carries us into the fundamental principle 
"on which Mahomet founded his Koran, and 
inlQ^the very fnk of Socintantfm — but it fets 
forth Christ as finding fault with the law of 
God as delivered hyMofes, and oppofing Him- 
felf to it. This runs us, though we per- 
ceive it not, very near the borders of that 
monfter of herejy Cerinthus, zndhis follow- 
ers, againft whom St. John is fuppofed to 
have written the beginnipg. of his gofpel. 
"Yhey taught, th^t — the'lbreator of this 
world, who was alfo the fovereign and 
** lawgiver of the yewifij people, was a Being 
“ endowed with the greateft virtues, and 
derived his birth from the fupreme God : 
** That this Being fell by degrees from His 
“ native virtue and primitive dignity : That 
“ the fupreme God, in confequence of this, 
“ determined to deftroy His empire, and fent 
“ upon earth, for this purpofe, one of the 
“ ever-happy and glorious Mans, whofe name 
“ was Christ ; that this Christ chofe for 
“ His habitation the perfon of Jesus, a man 
** of the moft illuftrious fandity and juftice, 
“ the fon of Jofepb and Mary, and, dqfc^d- 
‘‘ ingin the form of a dove, entered into Him, 
7 while He was receiving the baptifm of 
fohn in the waters of for dan ^ That Je- 
** sus, after His union with Ch^st, op- 
“ POSED Himself with vigour to the 
God of the Jews, and was, by His infti- 
“ gation, feized and crucified by the Hebrew 
chiefs. — Cerinthus required of his follow- 

Y 4 “ ers, 
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ers, that they fliould abandon the daw- 
GIVER OF THE Jews, whom hc looked 
upon as the creator of the world j thatD 
“ they fhould retain apart oj" the law gwen,by 
** Mofes, but ihould neverthelef? employ their 
** principal attention and care to regulate 

** THEIR LIVES BY THE PRECEPTS OF 

“ Christ.” Moih. vol. i. p. 69. Which 
faid precepts are fuppofed to be the precepts, 
of one who oppofed himfelf with vigour to the 
God of the yewijh people, and whofe difci- 
ples were to abilf^un the lawgiver of thefews',’ 
though they were to admit him to be the 
Creator of the world ! 

Here then, reader, I have lifted up the hive, 
and out has flown the fwarm, not a fwarm of 
ufeful andinduftrious^t’^’j, but z.fwarm — > 

a mixture) like that in Mgypt, Exod. viii. 24, 
which was grievous, and corrupted the land. 
Plere is to be feen thofe peifilential infefts 
from whence fprung * Arianifm — Socinianifm 

—Mahometifn 


* The famous Dr, Samuel Clarke^ fully aflerts, tha^ 
the fcripture^ or the known open public books of the 
New Tejlament^ are the real and only rule of truth 
zxnon gChrtJlians.^^ Introdu^ion to the Scripture DoSirine 
of the THnity^ p. 4. as cited by Whijion In the Life of Dr^ 
S. Cla^.ke^ p. t[%. — lVhlJlon is for removing us ftill farth'T 
from the Old Teftament, and infifts upon it, that the tr^ 
ditionary dodirlncs —the traditionary creeds and the tradition 
ary preaching of the ApoJileSj which are either authentic!’ 
preferved in the Apojlolical Conjiitutions^ or no where, 0 
however, the feriptures as interpreted according to thei 
were ever in the firft times owned the only certain found 
tions of the Chrijiian fettlements, &c. WhiJlon^ ib. 48,49. 
which, by the way, is no fmall proof, of the truth wc 
tvhich I have obferved the early reparation of the N ^ 

Teftament 
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— Mahometifni'^Antinomiani/m — Neonomian-r 
ifm, and all the ifms which have plagued, har- 
'li^ed, and diftrelTed, divided, and difgraced 
tfi'^hurch ever lince. 

^ch is the pifture of the Cerinthians. 
Surely we cannot furvey it attentively, with- 
out recognizing a limilitude of fome of the 
features, at leaf! fomething which may be 
called a ftrong family likenefs to the idea of 
polygamyis being allowed by the law of 
f nature and of the Old 'Tdiament (that is, by 
“ the God of t^e but forbidden by 

the laiv of Christ,” which is contrary to 
both. • 

If it be poflible to produce a fingle law of 
Christ, which oppofes the law of the Old 
Teftament, all his claim to the chara<fler of 
the MeJJiah is at an end j for the MeJJiab was 
to be made of a woman made under the law. 
Gal. iv. o^.’—fubjeSl to its every precept, obedient 
to its every command — and doubtlefs therefore 
to that folemn command, which, for the 
greater folemnity, is repeated twice over — 
Ye Jhall not kt>x> to the word which I command 
you, neither foallye diminish aught from it. 
Deut. iv. 2. xii. 32. How could the^^Es- 
SvEdJesus be faid to fulfil all righteoifn^, by 
erfed; conformity to all things which are 
tten in the book of the law to do them-~—\iQ'fr 
/, as He doth by the Pfalmift, Pf. xl. 8. 


lament from the Old Teftament, and treating them 
^ftems totally diftincl from, and independent on^ach 
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XjO I come to do thy ’will— -not mine own. — John 
vi. 38. I am content to do it — thy law is 
within my heart — if he either ad led to the 
rule of life given from God by Mofes, or ni- 
jiiiNiSHED from it? H(;iw could he hctaid 
to obfervethe law in all things — how give 
that holy challenge to the Jews, John viii. 
46. Which of you convinceth Me of fin ? — if 
he abrogated the law, the rule given as touch- 
ing the moral aBions of men, in any one in- 
llance, and fet up a law of his own in oppo- 
fition to it ? 

The falfe Christ of Cerinthus and of the 
Socinian, and the true Christ ^God, are 
difcernable by this effential difference — The 
firfl oppofed himfelf with vigour to the God of 
the Jews — required that his difciples Ihould 
abandon the law given by Mofes, and regula te 
themfelves by fome new precepts of his own . — 
The Holy Christ o/’God declared — that not 
a jot or tittle was to pafs Jrom the law — that He 
came not to defroy, but to fulfil it — His whole 
teaching, praSlice, and example, magnified the 
law, and made it honourable. Therefore He 
exadtly anfwered to the charadler given of 
Hirq in the Old Teftament. He finifioed the 
tranfgrejjion—made an end of fins — made recon- 
ciliation for iniquity — and brought in (by hi;; 
finlefs, perfedt, and meritorious obedience) 
an everlajiing righteoufnefs, for the jufiification 
and falvation of his people to all eternity. 

“ But what fhall we fay of the ordinances 
** of Baptifm and the Lord s fupper, are not 
“ thefe Christ’s own injlitutions, eftablifhed 

“ by 
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** by his own authority f" •—‘To this I anfwer 
—that thefe two facraments were to fucceed 
^rcumcijioii and the pajfover, which were the 
^nQjacr ament al ordinances of the Mofaic dif- 
pemHipn, the whole of which was to ceale 
and vanijh away on the coming of the Mef- 
Jiah. 

Another priejf was to arife, not after the 
or Aaron, but after the -order of Mel~ 
chizedeck, Pf. cx. iv.) and this, according to 
the prophecies which wen> before. Now, as 
the excellent Bijhop ^Hall obferves, “ fome 
“ aBions are prophecies," and he inftances in 
the hiftory of ^he brazen ferpent the truth of 
his poi’tion ; he might have inftanced in 
many more : and among the reft, in the 
hiftory of MelchizedeQk, of whom it is faid, 
that he was a priejl of the mojl high God, who 
met Abraham returningfrom the jlaughter of the < 
kings, and blef'ed him. Heb. vii. i. In Gen. 
xiv. i8. it is faid — And Melchizedeck, king of 
Salem, brought forth bread and wine, and 
blejj'ed Abraham, ver. 19. In this prophe- 
tical adtibn is exhibited a type of Christ, 
the priefi after the order of Melchizedeck (fee 
Pf. cx. 4.) exhibiting, under the facr^i^ntal 
' ■ W and wine, his body broken, and M blood 
i/jcd, for the Ife of the world. So that after the 
lilitude of Melchizedeck there arifeth another 
rieft. Now all this was foretold, becaufe 
jrdained to happen in the fulnefs of time; 
therefore the inftituting the receiving of 
bread and wine, in remembrance of the facri- 

fice 
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fice of Christ, as emblems of his body and 
bloody was no new law of Christ, but as 
really foretold in the Old Teftament, as wao 
the facrifice and death of Christ upon tiie 
crofs. Christ our pajfover being faJriJiced 
for us (i Cor. v. 7.) there was an end of the 
typical ordinance of the pafchal lamb. And 
the prieji after the fmilitude of Melchizedeckj 
was to blefs the children of Abraham (Gal. 
jii. 7.) by exhibiting his body 'and blood to 
their faith, under. the emblems of bread and. 
wine, as Melchizedeck (whom fome learned 
*men fuppofe to be Christ Himfelf appear- 
ing to Abraham in an human form, as he 
often did under the Old Teftament, in token 
of his future incarnation) blefled the father 
of all the faithful, by exhibiting to his faith 
the future great facrifice under thofe emblems 
which were to be the appointed figures to re- 
prefent it under the gofpel difpenfation. 
Thus, (as the Apojlle fpeaks, Heb. vii. J2.) 
as the priejihood was to be changed, there muft 
be of necejjity alfo a change ^ of the law. But 
all this was pre-ordained and foretold ages 
before it happened, and therefore is not to be 
looke,ci upon as a mere law of the N ew T ef- 
tamevit, but muft bear equal date, in the in- 
tentions and defigns of God, with the plan 
of fedemption itfelf. 

* It appears from the whole cpntext, that the moral 
law is not here meant, but the typical or ceremonial law of 
facrifices^ which, together with the Levitical priejihood,^ 
were all to be done away on the facrifice of the death of 
Christ. 

So 


7 
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So with regard to the ordinance of Biiptifm, 
♦his was exhibited under the figure or type of 
^oaFs arky wherein few, that is eight fouls, 
w^e faved by water — the like figure whereunto 
*X2 ' — the antitype to which) even 
baptifm doth now fave us, not the putting away 
the filth of the fiejh, but the anfwer of a good 
confidence towards God, by the refurrediion of 
Jesus Christ, i Pet. iii. 20, 21. A§ the 
bread and wine reprefent the body and blood of 
Christ, in the Lord’s Sijpper, fo the water 
In baptifm reprefe^jts th? cleanfing of the Holy 
Spirit, and all exhibit to our faith, touching 
what is pafi, what the facraments of the pajfi- 
over and circumcifion reprefen ted to the faith 
of the Old-Tefiament faints, touching what 
was then to come ’, but all meet in one grand 
central point — Christ, the end of the law for 
righteoufnefs to every one that believeth, Rom. 
X. 4. Therefore the facraments of the Lord’s 
Supper and baptifm, are not new ordinances’^ , 
in any other fenie, than as appointed of God 
to attend on the difpenfation of the gofpel of 
His grace, under the Hew T! filament, when 
thofe facraments were aboliflied which were 
to attend a different difpenfation of xlciQfiame 
gofpel under the Old fiejlament. All al^ue 
ne uniform, confiftent defign in the bleffed 
-OD, carried on in different manifeftations of 

Sec the outivard vifible Jign and the inward and fpiri^ 
tUal graee^ in the facrament of baptifrn^ beautifully fet 
forth, If. xliv. 3. Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26, 27. with John 
iii. 5. 

it, 
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it, under the Patriarchal — * Mofaical — Prophe- 
tical, and Evangelical ages, but fubje<5t to no 
controul, oppoution, or variation, as to the^ 
m^ter of any Angle part or atom of it The 
further we follow the notion of Chest's 
hemg the giver of a new law, in oppofition to 
the law of the Old Teftament, the more 
mud; we fee it pregnant with confequences of 
the mod: alarming and dreadful kind — be- 
caufe, this being the cafe, we afe without a 
Redeemer, and of courfe without any redemp- . 
tion for we are told, that Christ died for 
the redemption of the tranfgrejfons that were un- 
der the first Testament, Ueb. ix. 15. by 
which FIRST Testament we muft under- 
Itand the law of Qon delivered by Mofes ; but 
I can find no trace of any fatisfadlion for fins 
committed againd: any new law of Christ : 
we mud; look to ourfelves for any tranfgref- 
fons againji this : and if fo — no fief can be 
faved. Therefore fome of the old heretics, 
who were maintainers of this new-law fcheme, 
were perfedlly confidient, in declaring, that 
“ no fin after baptifm could be forgiven” — 
againd which horrible error, the i6th Arti- 
cle of '‘’be Church of England is very feriptu- 
raliy^nd properly levelled. — But again — this 
notion of Christ’s abrogating the old rule of 

♦ Thofe divers wajhings which we read of in the law of 
MvfeSy and which (Heb. ix. lO.) the apojlle q\2S^^% among 
the carnal ordinances impofed till the time of reformation^ 
were doubtlefs typical of Chrijiian baptifm^ wherein, as 
before under the law, the body is wajhed with pure water. 
"Heb. X. 22. 
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l^e, and enafting a new one in its place^ as It 
turns us over to feek our falvation by a new 
,plan of obedience, or perfonal righteoufnefs of 
out: own, makes void both Teftaments. It an- 
niniiates the law which was given by Mofes, 
it of covrfe deftroys the grace and truth which 
came ^ Jesus Christ. Johni. 17. If we 
are not bound by the old moral law, we have 
no occafion to feek redemption from its curfe, 
and abfolution from its condemnation. — The 
divinity of Christ — the atonement of his 
•precious blood — the imputiition of His righ- 
teoufnefs-— His fatisfaSiion — merit— vicarious 
fufferings and obedience, together with his in- 
ter cef ion at the* right hand 0/' God, and all 
other appendages belonging and effentially 
necelTary to his priefly office, by which alone 
we can have redemption, even the for givenefs 
of our fns, may bear as fmall a price in our 
eyes as in the eyes of Socinus, Mahomet, or 
Cerinthus. If the old law be abrogated as a 
rule of life, then have we nothing to do with 
— Curfcd is every one that cojitinueth not in all 
things which are written in the book of the law 
to do them. Gal. iii. 10. The law is no 
longer a minijlration of death, 2 Cor. iii. 7. 
and condemnation. And, if this be thslAfe, 
the whole foundation of the redemption t^t is 
in Christ Jesus is fapped and deftroyed*, 
and the whole fabric of rmn falvation, which 
is built upon it, muft fall into one dreadful and 
.horrible union ; we muft reverfe Christ’s 
declaration — I came not to defroy the law, but 
to fulfil it — and fay, that he came not to fulfil 
9 but 
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But to dejiroy it. Here we muft join ki the 
inadnefs of the Antinomians, and deny the 
obligation of the law— ox in the horrid errors 
of the Socinians, and renounce the hope of fhe 
gof^el. To mention all the appendagesjxi this 
new-law fcheme would be endlefs ; iuffice if 
to fay, that they are, in one Ihape or other, 
connedfed with every herefy that ever was, or 
can be invented ; for all herefy, however 
coloured or difguifed by the art and fubtlety 
of men, or, as tb^e Apofle fays, Eph. iv. 14. 
by the f eight of men, and cunning craftineJT 
whereby they lie in wait to 'deceive, muft ori- 
ginate in the confounding thofe two diftindt 
propofitions, which are laid down in the be- 
ginning of St. Johns gofpel as above-men- 
tioned— law was given by Mofes — Gracd 
and truth came by Jesu{> Christ. 

Christ came, neither to fet up a new law 
nor a new gofpel, but (as the Scripture had 
foretold) to bear teftimony to the truth of 
both, as revealed by Mofes and the Prophets . — • 
Thus he told Pilate, John xviii. 37. — Ti? this 
end was I born, and for this caufe came I into 
the world, that 1 foould bear witnefs unto the 
TRUTH : Every one that is of the truth 
heat^fo my voice. And in that moft affec- 
tionate prayer for His difciples — John xvii. 
—He faith, ver, 17. Sanhlify thefn through 

THY TRUTH — THY WORD IS TRUTH. 

To conclude this point : — If we compare 
feripture with feripture in every inflance, we 
fliall not find a fingle law, or rule of life, in 
the New Teftament, which has not its foun- 
dation 



I 337 ] 

dation in the Old Teftament, and that Chris’!' 
came not as a law-giver and a judge, when Hd 
appeared in the Ukenefs of fnfulflejh — Rom. 
Viii. 3. but as a law-fulfiller and a Sdvidur—t 
came not (faid Hii, John xii. 47) to judge the 
world, but to fave the world. Not to intro- 
duce any new rule of right and wrong, which 
was to change the nature of moral good and 
evil i but for the redemption of the tranfgrefions 
under the firjl hf anient, that they which are 
called might receive the promife if eternal inherit 
iance. Heb. ix. 15., 

As a prophet — He opened and explained 
the law, and preached the gofp el. As z priejl 
-—He made atonement t\\t guilty. — As king 
— He eftabliihed the moral law as a rule of 
life to his fubjeSis ', leaving it as He found it 
“ — a Jpiritual, holy, righteous, perfeSi inftitution 
(Pf. xije. 7.) to which nothing could be added, 
from which nothing could be diminified', 
reaching not only to the outward actions of 
the life, but to the inward thoughts, tempers, 
defires, and intents of the heart. Were it 
btherwife, and the New Teftamerit can be 
fuppofed to contain fotrie rule of life which is 
not in the Old Teftament, Abrahani's counjl^L 
which he advifed the rich xnzn % five brethfe\ 
to follow, was very imperfeCt — Ihey have 
Moses and prophets, let them hear them 
— If they hear /to? Moses and the prophets, 
neither will they be perjuaded though one rofe 
the dead. What good would Mofes have 
d<mfe them, if the rule of life laid down by him 
had been incomplete dejicient ? — what bene- 

VoL. I. Z fit 



[ 33 ^ 3 

£ t could have accrued to them from liftening^ 
though ever fo attentively, to the prophets^ if 
thefe had no better news to tell them, than 
that in the reign of Augujlus CcefaVy a man 
was to come and fet up a new law F ^Vhy re- 
fer thefe poor Jinners to the writings of Mofes 
and the prophets, if there yet remained fome 
new rule of faith and obedience, not to be met 
with in their writings f — Indeed, if this was 
the cafe, it was but to little purpofe for 
Christ to command the Jews to fear ch the 
fcriptures (John v, 39.) : they might, indeed, 
as He fays, think they had eternal life in them, 
but they were fadly mift^ken, if a new law 
was to be the condition of it, and the way to 
it, which was not revealed and contained in 
thofe fcriptures. In vain alfo were they * re- 
ferred to the iiebrcu fcriptures, as tejiifying of 
Him } for not a word is there to be found of 
His appearance upon earth as a repealer and 
abrogater of the moral law of Mofes, and as 
the enafter and eftabliflier of a new rule of 

* Very remarkable is that account which we have of 
OUR Saviour’s difeourfe with the two difctplesy after his 
rcfurrcSlhn^ as they were going to Emmaus — O fools^ and 
Jlp’p of heart (faid He) to believe all that the PROPHETS 
fpoken ! — And beginning at Moses and all the pro- 
phets, He expounded to them in all the scriptures, the 
things concerning Himself. Luke xxiv. 25 — 27. And 
again, when He appeared to the eleven^ and to them that 
vjerewith them^ (ver. 33, 36.) He faid unto them (ve.“. 44.) 
Thtfe are the words which I fpake unto you while I wa. yet 
with yoUy that all things muji he fulfilled tvhich were written 
in the LAW OF Moses, and in the prophets, and in^.^ 
PSALMS, concerning Me. — Then (ver. 45.) opened He their 
nnderjfanding^ that they might underjiand the scriptures. 

lift 
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f^e in its place. When our blessed Savi» 
OUR ^i^id (Matt. v. i8.) T/// heaven and earth 
pafs, one jot or one tittle Jhall in no wife pq/s 
from the law, &c. He fpake in the moil em- 
phatical manner, introducing what He faid 
with an Amen-verily — and though thej^^pref- 
fions He ufes have been called proverbial, yet 
no doubt but He is to be underilood literally. 
The Hebrew jod ♦ (for doubtlef^he exprefled 
himfelf in Hebrew) is the fmall^ letter in the 
Hebrew alphabet, yet the onmlion of it in 
foRie words might wholly alter the fenfe of 
them. — So with regard to the which we 

render it comes from Kfpstf, znhorn{VLth. 
pp) and denotes little projeblions which 
in Hebrew diftinguiili one limilar letter from 
another — as a 1 from a 3 — or a 1 from a 
Many texts might be prod^^ed, where taking 
away one of thefe, would nrajj^^a confiderable 
alteration in the fenfe. Christ 

be fuppofed to have been fo watchful over 
the book of the law, and all things contained 
therein, as to declare that not a fingle letter, 
or the fmalleft part of a letter, could fulFer 
the lead: diminution, and yet himfelf vacate, 
alter, change, abrogate, and repeal whole and 
entire ftatutes ? And this to promulgate/tt) 
mankind a new rule of life, more excellent th^ 
that under which they had formerly lived, here- ' 
by damping a want of excellence, purity, and 
hedinefs, as well as of wifdom and perfedlion, 
the Divine Law ? 

The Apofle fays, (Gal. iii. 21 .) If there 
Z 2 had 
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been a law given which could have given life^ 
verily righteot^nefs (or that by which men 
could have been juftified) Jhould have been by 
the law ; but the fcripture hath concluded (jy- 
VEiLXem, hath fhut up together as in a prifon) 
dll uhde^' Jin. Again, He gives us to under- 
ftand, that the juftification of man is impojjible 
by the law — IVhat the law could not do — 
dJwaTov T8 ;o(X8 — impojjibile legis — the im- 
possible TWfNG of the law — Why fo ? — Be- 
caufe the law'^itfelf was imperfedt ? — No — 
but becaufe it was weak through the fiejh. Nut 
from any defedt in the lavv itfelf, but through 
the impediment arifing from the corruption 
of the human nature, which has brought us 
under guilt, and rendered us incapable fub- 
jedls of its abfolving and juftifying fen- 
tence. As it argues zperfeBion purity of 
holinefs in God ^Imfelf, that He is of purer eyes 
than to bftbid evil, and cannot look on iniquity 
(Hab. i. 13.) fo it argues zperfeSlion and 
purity in the divine law, that it cannot jufify 
ufnner: and if (according to the new-law 
fcheme) Christ has abrogated this law, and 
introduced one that can, it muft only be from 
a want of perfedtion znd purity in the new law, 
f,-^ich is not to be found in the old law. This 
inuft be attended with many certain and 
dreadful confequences j — amongft which^ one 
is — making Christ the minifier of fin. t,Gal. 
ii. 17. — Another, reprefenting Him as de- 
feating tht purpofe of his own death } for it 
a maxim felf-evidently true, that if righte- 
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oufnefs (or juftification) come by the law-^hy 
my law whatfoever, no matter what — Christ 
is dead in vain. Gal. ii. 21. 

The moral lanv, or rule of life, delivered 
from God by Mofes, is founded in th^^e'ry 
nature of that relation which every jf«tffonable 
creature muft bear to its Creatq^. It is all 
reducible to two heads, whichiouR Savi- 
our holds forth as the two great command- 
ments of the kiw. 'Thou jhalflove the Lord 
t]^ God with all thine heart, ioith all thy mind, 
with all thy foul, and with all thy ftrength ; and 
thy neighbour as thy * felf — is too perfeB a 
fyfem of morals to admit of the leaft addition 
or improvement : it. is a rule of life to angels 
as well as to men ; and a confiant conformity 
to this holy law, conftitutes the happinefs of 
dtifi angels, principalities, anJ^w^rj (Col. i. 1 6.) 
of heaven. Could orje oUpWig ceafe from 
loving God with all its faculties j’^uld it feel 
a lingle wrong temper, either with refpedl to 
God, or to its fellow fpirits, it would frf . — 
it would leave its frf efate, and, with the' 
other apofate fpirits, be caf down to hell, and 
be referved in chains of darknefs unto the judg- 
ment of the great day . 2 Pet. ii. 4. yude ^. 

It can therefore be no more true, tlit 
Christ came upon earth to give a new la^ 
to mortals, thaq that I^e afcended into heaven 
to give a new law to angels. He could not do 
t;ither, without materially affed:ing the very 
Mature of that relation which the intelligent 

* Deut. vi. 5. Lev. xix. 18. 

Z 3 and 
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and reafonable parts of the creation bear to 
Cod and each other. 

As far as the moral law of God relates to 
mprtals, we muft confider the commerce of the 
fexef^jfsx all its various relations, confe- 
quences, dependencies, as a moft mate- 
rial objeft it : fo material, as to form a 
very conlideiuble part of the facred code. It 
naturally ranws itfelf under the duties of the 
fecond table. the Apojile, Rom. xiii. 9. 
For this, Fhou jhalt not commit adultery, &«? 
and if there be anv other commandment, it is 
hriefy comprehended hi this faying, namely. Thou 
(halt love thy neighbour as thyjelf. Love 
•worketh no ill to his neighbour. Now if 
Christ forbad that which was before allowed. 
He extended the obligation of the divine law 
beyond what th ety ld Teftament had done j 
therefore mijf^oeraid to add fomething to the 
fecond tal'.e of the law. This conl'equence 
cannot he avoided, if we fuppofe Him giving 
•’...ffjnfe to the word — adultery — which it 

never had before. He certainly hereby ex- 
tended the feventh commandment as to its 
curie and punif merit. On the other hand, if 
H^had allowed what the law had forbidden 
ijhder the Old Tellarncnt, He had diminifoed 
^ from its curfc and puniiliment, by narc'^ 'ng 
its obligation. In this view He hr 
%ijhed from the law. In either cai. 
number Him with the traifgrejfors in a m r.. 
awful and dreadful fenfe; for no pofitive 
command of the law is revealed with more 
i'olcjnnity than Deut. iv. 2. and Deut. xii. 32. 

whic’ 
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which forbad, abfolutely forbad, both. It 
.is therefore, as impoffible that Christ fhould 
condemn polygamy as adultery, as that He 
ihould allow adultery as lawful commerce ; bg^ 
caufe the firft was adding to the law, 
never forbad it, the other dimirufMng from 
the law, which pofitively foymad adultery 
with another man s wife. Exod# xx. ia. ex- 
plained Lev. XX. lo. 

To fuppofe* that God tn^id ever revoke, 
alter, or change thofe m'oraf injlitutes, which 
were revealed under theOld Teftament for the 
regulation and government of mankind, is to 
fuppofe fome defedl in the Deity, fpme 
want of prefeience to forefee mifehiefs which 
might arife, and which were not fufficiently 
guarded againft. This^argues an imbecillity 
or weaknefs of underftanafe^ and knowledge, 
like that of human Icgi/latorff^^^ make laws 
to remedy evils as they arife T^ore them, 
but cannot tell what a day may forth ; 

and therefore repeal at one time,^ ^e lavsL 
which they made at another. When we 
argue for the immutability of the law, we 
argue for the perfeBion of it, which ia, in 
other words, to contend for the perfeBihi} of 
Him that made it. 

When God created the heavens and the earHtf^ 
He gave them a law which cannot be broken ^ 
by this law the material univerfe is governed, 
,and will be governed to the confummation of 
all things. The leaft departure from it, 
cither by addition or diminution, would 
throw the whole into diforder, confufion, and 

Z 4 ruin. 
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ruin. So with refpecil to the moral worl 4 ^ 
the laws which God once gave for the regur 
lation and government, of this, are equally 
Juro and JledfaJi -, and it is owing to a depar-r 
from thefe, that diforder, confufion, 
and niikvare the portion of wretched man. 
The divh:^ law, as delivered from God by 
Mojes, may be compared to a golden chain ; the 
feveral Jlatufa^hich compofe it are the links. 
Now we knoy’', that whichever link of a 
chain be broken', all that is fufpended by it 
mud; fall to the ground. That the fecurity 
and protection of the weaher fex againft the 
deceit, violence, and cruelty of the jlronger, 
depend wholly on the law of God, is a truth 
which none, who admit that God ever gave 
a law, will difpute. And fhall we fuppofe 
that Christ came kito the world to weaken 
that fecurity, b^eftroying fome of the links 
chair 'JT which, it is fufpended? and 
this by ill reducing a new law, fo contrary to 
the \zw 'i^hich was ^iyen by Mofes, that men, 
'hrCzTctc fituations, cannot obey the one, with- 
out tranfgrejfing the other f This is making 
Christ’s ads like the threatening of Keho- 
bouK’., I Kings xii. ii. Whereas my father did 
lade you with an heavy yoke, I will add to your 
My father hath chajlifed you with whi*<s, 
%ut I will ebaflife you with fcorpions. — B’’ 
far be it from us, to impute fuch aproi , 
ing to Him who came not to defroy mens h 
but to fave them. Luke ix. 56. — That n. 
/uch thing is chargeable upon Him, will 
appear dill more plainly, on our taking a 

nearer 
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nearer and more critical view of thofe paflages 
of the gofpelst in which Christ is fuppofed 
to condemn polygamy as adultery. The firfl 
which I fhall take notice of, as introdudtoj;^ 
to the reft, is Matt. v. 31, 32. It hajii^^n 
Jaid, Whofoever jhall put away Ms ^i^ije, let Mm 
give her a writing of divorcemenW. But / fay 
unto you, that whofoever Jhall put away his wife, 
favingfor the caufe of fornicatpn, catfeth her 
to commit advdtery, and whopever fall marry 
her that is divorced, committdth adultery. Here 
our Lord ihews.that there is but one lawful 
caufe of divorce in the fight of God, fo as to 
fet the hufband entirely free from the wife. 
The Jews, on the contrary, had been taught 
by the rabbies, that a man who wanted to 
get rid of his wife, had nothing to do but to 
give * her a bill of divS^^ement, and this for 
any caufe whatfoever. Buvi,<7HRisT fliews, 
that fuch unjuft divorces had nd'^i^eration on 
the bond of marriage-, fo that marking fuch 
a divorced v/oman, was as muchlh^ a ft of 
adultery, as if the man had taken hertyEEile 
ijie cohabited with her huiband. Christ 


* The Jews thcmfelves held, that there were twf forts 
of men who never could divorce their wives : Fii^-^ 
thofe who failed in their proofs againft them on the ftiil 
i)ient'' ned Deut. xxii. 13 — 19 . — Secondly, thofe wn* 
h hold on them and lain with them, without betroth- 

efpoufals, Deut. xxii. 29 ; for in both thofe 
.a efpecially faid — He may not put her away all hit 
yj. As for us Chrijiians, we fufFer a man to take an4 
41'oorce as many women as he can feduce, provided they 
have.no other claim upon him, than whattnep^t/'zjii lapj 
pf Go© gives them. 


did 
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did not declare this, as if it had been lawful 
under the Old Teftament, and now made 
unlawful by foine new law of His, but on 
iris, footing of the primary injiitiition of 
marriaTg'^.from the very beginning., as will 
Appear wheiwwc farther confider the paflage in 
Matt. xix. ontwhich the conceit is founded, 
that ** polygamk is forbidden by the law of 
** Christ.” ^ffice it to obferye at prefent, 
that in this pla^j of Matt, v. 31, 32. no- 
thing is faid ixhont polygamy, or a man’s having 
two wives. 

Our Lord izy&—caufeth her to commit 
ddultery. How fo ? — Firft— by laying her 
Under the temptation, which may be fuppofed 
to be not a little heightened by her refent- 
ment againft her hu.^vnd, who had firft ufed 
her ill, and then^I^ivorced her; efpecially 
where this wr j done for the fake of taking 
another wotodn whom he liked better. Secondly 
— ftie was/ tempted to it by the very terms of 
■ihftihUV'* of divorcement, which was to the 
following effedl— - 

•“ Such 

* I'he bill of divorcement was, as praftifed by the 
attended with fo many circumftanccs of difficulty 
may be feen in Selden^ Ux. Hebr. lib. vi. c. 25. 
P- 5 H*) feems to have been an invention rather 

to prevent A'woxQfzs^ than to promote them. How ever, 
it is very clear from our Lord's difcourfe with the r!\a- 
ri/eesy Matt. xix. that they were not only u/edj, buv 
ahujed^ to a very great degree. 

It is remarkable that at Rome^ from the foundation of 
the republic to the firji divorce^ there was a fpace of. 520 
years j though the men had a power of divorcing their 
wives almoft at pleafurc. I'his affords no fmall proof 

s of 
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** Such a day, fuch a month, and y^ar, I 
fuch a one, of fuch a place, do, of my 
“ own free confent and choice, repu- 
“ diate thee B. my late wife, bgl^im 
“ thee from me, and reftore tb'“o‘1tO thy 
“ own liberty, and thou ^yeft hence-* 
“ forth go whither, ant marry whofn^ 
“ thou wilt. And this^As thy bill of 
“ divorcement and wrif.’-ng of expulfiOn, 
“ according to the Ltw of Mofes and 
“ Ifrael. Signed by two v^itnelTes.” See 
IJniv. Hijl. \}ol. iii. p. 149. 

The people having been taught that fuch a 
hill of divorcement was a valid diffolution of 
the marriage, the woman of courfe believed, 
that fhe, having received it, was free to 
marry any other man, a^imuch as if her huf- 
band had been dead ; and ^^us was fhe caafed, 
by this deceit, to marry anori-rA by which, 
in truth, and in the fight of G^, fhe com- 
tnitted adultery, 

of the chaftity and good behaviour of the Romdff JrtMftTM" 
^iurins; that period. And indeed the account we Have of 
that firj] divorce^ need not leflenthem in our efteeim ; for 
Carviihis Ruga did not divorce his wife for any fi«lt in 
her, but becaufe he had no children by her: thcfeforc, 
thinking himfelf bound by a foolifh oath, whiGh the 
Cenfors at that time caufed people to take, he puj^er 
away, and married another. Sec Ant. Univ. Hift. vol. 
p. note W. and vol, xii. p. 2i6. 

’ j r times, the Roman women grew fo debauched 
gate, that when Severus mounted the throne, 
iji the roll of caufes to be tried, .n6 lefs than 
.cr thou fund profccutions for adultery. He had formed 
a febeme of reformation, which from that moment he 
abandoned as irnpofiiblc. See Alexander^ Hift. of Worn, 
vol. i. 252. 
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The latter claufe of ver. 32. Whofoever 
Jhall marry her that is divorced^ committeth 
adultery, is wanting in the Cambridge manu- 
'fe>ript. St. Auguftine fays, that fome Greek 
and Ibstin copies had it not, and feems to 
treat it as'X-v'^edlefs tautology ; his words are 
thefe — “ Exp^xicatus hie fenfus putari potuit 
** in eo quod \fuperius didlum eft” — ‘*facit 
** earn mcecharn^** quomodo enim dimifla 
** fit macha, nift^ fiat qui earn duxerit mce- 
** thus V' — that is — The fenfe of this 
** claufe may be fuppofed to be explained in 
what goes heiovQ—caufeth her to commit 
** adultery — for how could ihe become an 
** adulterefs, unlefs the man who married her 
** became an adulterer T' But when it is 
confidered that our Saviour was fpeaking 
to a people whofe Airs were dull of hearing. 
Matt. xiii. i were taught by their 

Dohlors to ffsid. upon the mere letter of ferip- 
ture, without entering into the fpirit of it — 
*eceflary that line Jhould be upon line, 
line upon line — precept upon precept, precept 
upon\ precept — as the "Prophet * fpeaks. If. 
xxvi!i. 10. — therefore, that our Lord fliould 
not Wve them to draw conclufions from 
woi'ds of implication only, and thus to throw 
-the fin upon the woman alone, becaufe the 
man was not mentioned, but fo exprefs Him- 
felf as to bring the whole law on the fubjtvft 
into full view i as Lev. xx. 10. where both 

♦ So the jfpojlle^ Phil. iii. i . — To write the fame things 
to you^ to me indeed is not grievous y but for you it is fafe, 

7 the 
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the woman and the man are explicitly -fnen- 
tioned, the one as an adulterefs, the other as 
•an adulterer*. Surely then, on the analogy 
©f fcripture itfelf, the reading of this la^ 
claufe may be retained* as it Hands ii^^tir 
printed copies. 

, The next fcripture to be farmer confider- 
ed, is Matt. xix. 9. I fay unto fou, Whofoever 
Jhall put away his wife (except il be for f arnica^ 
tionj and jhalL marry another, : 'committeth adul-^ 
tery, and whofo marrietb her which is put away, 
Icommitteth adultery ^ — This is highly neceflary, 
in order to bring into view the whole of our 
Lord’s defign,, which was to reprobate the 
various abufes of divorce, at that time prac- 
tifed by the fews, and among the reft, the 
horrid traffic, which the very lam of Mofes, 
to which they referreiKfor xhtw jujiif cation, 
condemned—-th.zt of divorcing their wives for 
every caufe, and, of courfe, that^^they might 
exchange, them for a time, and the^ take them 
back again •, — this was exprefsly foi^^den by 
Dcut. xxiv. 2, 3, 4. therefore certamly-ilf- ‘ 
eluded in our Lord’s difeourfe on the fub- 
je<ft of unlawful and unjuft divorce. Anl in- 
deed I much doubt, whether, in this place, 
the applying and inforcing of Deut. xxiv. 
2, 3, 4. was not the chief objedt which 0 »R 
''OUR had in view — (fee before p. 85, 
•^y.) For where a man divorced his wife 
' .uch a purpofe (which, according to the 
’ Jllelians was held lawful — fee before p. 82.) 
he became an adulterer in a double fenfe, 
as not only caufino- his own unjuftly-divorced 

wife 
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Vife to commit adultery^ by profiituting hef 
to another man, according to Matt. v. 32.-— 
but sdfo by taking the other man’s unjuftly- 
.^ivorced wife to himfelf ; which, in this 
the matter, feems the true import of 
y«|uit)(7V) OAKkiv in this place. We muft remem- 
ber, that is arguing with the jfeivs on 

the footing ohthe /aw of Mofes, as it ftood in 
the * Hebrew Vcripture, not as the Scribes 
and Pbarifees interpreted it, or as we have 
tranflated it. See the learned Ainsworth 
on Deut. xxiv. i, &c. and Cell’s Effay to- 
wards a New Tranflation, p. 723. 

A perfon of inhdel- principles was once 
making himfelf merry in a large company, at 
the expence of the fcriptures, and told his 
companions, that he could prove the prophet 
of the Chriflians (as. he called Christ) mif~ 
takejiy even, upon the moft common fubjedts* 
After awakening the curiofity of the com- 
pany, he ^.lus gratified it — “ Christ fays, 
** that fd bottles are not fo llrong as new" 
'‘\fl 3 iSdiiig to Matt. ix. 17.) “ and therefore, 

if new wine is put into old bottles ^ it will 
“ b'^ ealf them — now don’t every body know 
“ tUat old glafs is juft as ftrong as new, for 
** ^who ever heard that glafs was the weaker 
,*Vfor being oldT' A clergyman in company, 
who had been made the butt of his wit, 
gently reproved the ignorance and folly, of 

* In which the word — adultery — innoone inftancc 
was referred to polygamy ^ nor had any other fenfe, but 
the defilement of a betrothed or married woman. 


10 
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‘this witling, by afking hirn if he undcc-ilood 
Greek ? — Greeks Sir ? — No, Sir — but what 
has Greek to do with it ? — a bottle's a 
‘‘ bottle, whether in Greek or Engltjbf every 
body knows that, and that an old bot^^d 
juft as good and as ftrong as a new 
Not quite. Sir,” (replied th^rother) if 
they are made of leather ovi Jklns^ which 
^ " was the fa<ft as to the bottles (f h i s t fpeaks 
“ of, as their Greek ^ name imports ;~and 
indeed it is fo in many countries, even to 


♦ *A(r.vo< fignifies a leathern bottle^ or vejjely ufed to 
hold wine- See ix. 4, 13, where tho Hebrew 

word is rendered by the LXX, cfcVxo/- They arc 

faid to be old and renty and bound up. See Harm. ObJ\ 
on Scripiurcy vol. i. p. 131, 132. 

The celebrated M. de Voltaire^ whofe malice againft 
the feriptures could only be aijualled by his ignorance of 
their contents, endeavours to prove, from Frov, xxiii. 31. 
that the whole book is a forgery, and not written by Sola* 
mon \ this becaufe DO is rendered, in theVanflations be- 
fore him, by the word glafs — vitrum — where- 
as,” feys that wife critic^ ‘‘ drinking-g^jfin were not 
invented till after time,” taking 

ed that D'’0 muft fignify dy inking- glafs ; whereas it de- 
notes any drinking-cup which covers or incites the liquor ^ 
of whatever materials the faid cup may conhft. I 
He is alike happy in his proof of 1 Sam. xxviii. (which 
gives an account of Saul's confulting the witch of Endorf 
being a forgery y ‘‘ becaufe the word Python^* (ufed i%the 
Vulgate tranflation) “ was not known ’till the Jews hadi 
''^ ne acquaintance with the Greeks^ after the time of 
' zander ." — The Hebrew is which the LXX 

— ventriloquam — akindoff(/i2wrrJ, 
;> 1 Uied fiom their inward way of fpeaking or mutter- 
/mg. But not a glimpfe of Python is there to be found. 
See Letters of Jews to VoltairCy vol. ii. p. 275, 373. 
Tranf. by Lefanu. 

** this 
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this day, that people ufe flcins by way of 

Veffels to contain wine.” — On which fide 
the laughter of the company turned is not 
srery difficult to imagine. 

^jsijiething like this facetious gentleman’s 
raifconception of things is likely to be our 
portion, ifVe form our ideas of the import 
of certain paffi^es of fcripture, from the found 
of words in our tranfation, without adverting 
to the fenfe of the original. So alfo, if we 
interpret the fcripture according to our own 
conceits, without duly confidering the times 
when— -the places where— the occafons on 
which— and the ftuations cf the perfons to 
whom they are addrefifed. Thefe obferva- 
tions are peculiarly needful refpedling the 
portion of fcripture now before us, efpecially 
as we have popular rrflllake, vulgar error, and 
of courfe, prejudice of education, to contend 
with. Still all thefe cannot alter the truth 
of fcriptuiK% or render it at all the more cer- 
tain, that Christ here condemns ^ or indeed 
'iiiSfi'ifiohs, polygamy. 

He was furroundcd at this time by a great 
mul^tude of people, who, in principle, as 
living under the law of the Old Teftament, 
vf^vt pofygamijlst and, doubtlefs, numbers of 
them were fo in pradlice — many there muft 
have been among this great multitude of yeivs^ 
who had either married tivo wives together, 
or having onet took another to her, and coha- 
bited with hotb. Had our Lord intended to 
have condemned fuch pradtices, he would 
fcarc^ly have made ufe of words which did 

not 
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not defcribe their fituatioft, but of words that 
did. It is very plain that — He that puttetb 
away his wife^ by giving her a bill of divorce- 
ment — could have nothing to do with te- 
rtian who took two wives together, or one to 
another, and cohabited alike with both. But 
we are apt, like the man and h?s bottles, to 
conftrue fcripture, by fuppofing perforis to 
whom particular things are faid, were in the 
drcumftances Yhen, in which we are now; 
bpt it was far otherwife: they had no murii- 
cipal laws againft polygamy, as We have. So 
far from it, their whole law (as has been abun- 
dantly proved) Mowed it. Which faid law, 
and every part thereof, was, at the time 
Christ fpake what is recorded in Matt, 
xix. 9, in as full force and efficacy, as at the 
moment after Mofes had delivered it to the 
people. He therefore could no more ftate 
polygamy as adultery by the \z.vs oi Ifrael, than 
1 can ftate it as high treafon by the laws of 
England. 

It is to be obferved, that the fubjeft-matter 
in debate was the bufinefs of divorce, which 
the ydws had carried to a ffiameful hei^t, 
and this is what Christ is oppofing. The 
occafion of the difcourfe feems to be this-*- 
what He had faid in His fermon on the mount, 
in Galilee, about divorce. Matt. v. 31, 32, 
had, doubtlefs, been carried to the Phaftjees 
in Judea, by fome of their emiflaries, who 
were among the multitudes that followed Him 
from thence. Matt. iv. 25. moft probably by 
fome of thofe fpies, which were fet upon all 

VoL. I. A a his 
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hXs^ords and oBims. See Luke xx. 20. T^he 
Pbarifees were provoked, as what Christ 
had faid militated againft thofe notions which 
.they ha<l received, and ftrenuoufly maintain- 
edSimong their difciples. On His return 
into the coajis of Judea beyond Jordan^ He was 
alfo great multitudes ^ ver. 2. Tko 

Pharifees thqught this a fair opportunity to 
entangle Him in His talk (as Matt. xxii. 15.) 
and lay Him under difficulties, either that of 
difavowing what He had faid, or, if He per- 
fifted in it, to reprefent Him before the mul- 
titude as an enemy to the law of Mofes, 
Therefore we read, ver. ■^.«the Pharifees alfo 
came unto Him, tempting Him — by propoling 
aft enfnaping queftion, which they fuppofed 
would lay Him under one or other of the 
difficulties above-mChtioned, either of deny- 
ing what He had faid, or of appearing an 
adverfary to Mofes. They therefore alk Him 
*— /j it lawful for a man to put away his wife 
for every caufe ? His anfwer to this is not 
founded on any new law of His own, but on 
the ori^nal command of God, delivered by 
aidam, Gen. ii. 24. The Pharifees then bring 
their dehgn into full view, by quoting Mofes' & 
a>ithority againft the anfwer'which Christ 
had given, and in defence of their own opi- 
nion. The paflage which they referred to, 
vms J^f. xxiv. I , which they called a com- 
mand } but our Lord corrects them, and calls 
it only 2 i permifion, and this — the hard» 
nefs of their hearts ; not that it affedfeed the 
matter in the fight of God, by vacating the 
2 marriage. 
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marriage, for that a man who married a di*» 
vorced womans was as guilty of adtdtery in the 
fight of God, as if flie had not been divorced^ 
and fo was the dharced woman, who married 
again, living her huJbaAd. That this was the 
fcope of Christ’s reafoning upon the matter# 
appears from the anfwer which .‘He gave to 
His difciples, Markx. 10,11# 12. when in 
the houfe^ they ajked Him again 6 f the fame 
matter — Tispi npdvTs — about the fetf-fame iden^ 
tical thing.— He cannot be fuppofed to vary 
His opinion upon ^he fame point ; therefore# 
in words which had the fame meaning, He 
repeats the fubftance of what He had before 
faid to the Pharifees. — He faith unto them, 
Whofoever JImU put away his wife, and marry 
another, commit teth adultery againji her', to 
which He adds— if a woman fimll put 
away her husband, and be martied to another, 
Jhe committeth adultery. 

As the Pharifees had referred Christ to 
the authority of Mofes, by way of anfwer to 
what He had faid, to prove the unlawfulrtefs 
oi divorces j He takes an opportunity to det^ 
their abufe of that fcripture, Deut. xxiv. Ji, 
&c. (for this is the palTage evidently re- 
ferred to) and proves# on the ground 
of ver. 4. of that chapter# the truth of alj' 
he faid upon the fubjedl; namely, that thele 
permiffive divorces, which Moses fufiered 
(fVe'tpf4«v) for the hardnefs of their heart t* 
wrought nodiflblution of the marriage-bond, 
but th at the man who thus infurioufy divorc^ 
his wife, caufed her to be defied i and he 
A a 2 who 
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who married her, defiled her ; but yet, 
having married her, {he could not * return 
to her firfi hulband, on a divorce from the 
fecondy without a frefli adt of adultery. De- 
filihg a man’s wife, and committing adultery 
upon her, are fynonymous terms, as may 
appear by comparing Prov. vi. 29. with 
xviii. ii, 15. Therefore our Savi- 
our fays no more in effedt, than is faid Deut. 
xxiv. 4 ; He only enlarges upon, explains, 
and appplies the dodlrine there delivered, 
concerning the defilement and adultery which 
was the confequence of marrying a divorced 
woman, and has a view to the licentious 
praftices of the Jews, under the fandlion of 
thefe wanton and caufelefs divorces. The an- 
tient Jews had learned from the Egyptians, 
amongft whom the^ dwelt fo long, a pradtice 
of changing their wive:, and afterwards tak- 
ing them again ; which the law, Deut. xxiv. 
1—4, was exprefsly made to prevent, as one 
of the greatelt abominations in tlie fight oi 
God. Still this pradtice prevailed in later 
times, as may be gathered from Jer. v. 8. 
T’iiey were as Jed horf'es in the morning, every one 
neighed after bis neighbour’s wife. Their in- 

• Theinfiance of David's taking again Michal, Saul’s 
daughter, after (he had been the wife of Phaltiel, the 
fon of Laijb, had nothing to do with this ; for the had 
not been put away from David by bill of divtreement, or 
any other adt of his, but violently taken away by her fa- 
ther Saul, and given to Phaltiel. Nor was it, probably, 
ht her power to have gainfayed the imperious commands 
of her tyrannical father, ^e i Sam. xxv. ^^4. a Sam. 
ili. ij, &c. 

5 tercourfc 
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tcrcourfe with the * Greeks -)“ ami Romans ^ 
in later times ftill, was another means of pro-- 
moting this’unnatural and horrid traffic. This 
could not be carried on among t^tjews with- 
out the expedient of the nriHD *1fiD — kill of 
divorcement ; without this the adultery had 
been too barefaced, but voith it, they had 
been taught by their rabbits, fuch as Hillell 
(who held that a man’s feeing a woman he 
liked better than his own wife, was a juft caufe 
of divorce ) to do as they pieafed. They might' 
put away their wii^es for every caufe, therefore 
for this, among the reft, becaufe they faw 
another's (for that may be fignified by the 
word dXKv^v, as I fhall obferve prefently) 
whom they liked better than their own. 
Thus under thefe divorces they could ex- 
change I their wives. For inftance — A, 
liked the wife of B. — B. liked the wife of A. 
— each hating his own — they agree to change 
—How ftiall this be done ? If the wives are 

* S«e before p. 210 — 13. 

t How fond and eager the Jews were to imitate the 
heathen fafhions and manners, efpecialJy thofe of the 
Greeks, fee 2 Macc. iv. 15, 16. f 

X This was fo abhorred of God, that he made the 
politive law, Deut. xxiv. i — 4. in fneh terms, as to 
prevent the man who had divorced hi$ wife, from ever 
talcing her again after her marriage with another man, not 
only on a divorce from that man, but even after his deaths 
It is a grievous thing that our tranjlation has obfeured 
the whole drift and meaning of the paffage^ (fee before 
p« 85, &c.) for by this it is, that the reader is led into 
the notion of Christ’s making a new law againft polj^ 
gamy^ while he is enforcing the old law againft unjujl 
divorce* 

A a 3 exchanged 
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exchanged without a bill of divorce ^ adultery 
muft be acknowledged on both fides j they 
therefore have recourfe to a bill of divorcement^ 
under which the woman uras held to be legally 
put away, according to the law of Mofes and 
Ifrael (fee before p. .) and was free to 
marry whom • Jhe would ; the bill of divorce-*- 
ment being looked upon as an abfolute and 
total diflblntion of the marriage-bond. Our 
Lord is fhewing the contrary. <Firft, On the 
footing of the indiffolubility of the contrail, 
in the fight of God, by any human autho- 
rity. Secondly, On the terms of the very 
law, to which the Pharifees referred him for 
their juftification j which beinjg taken all 
pgether, proves no more than an implied per- 
miffion of divorce for the hardnefs of their 
hearts ; or, as we fay— a menfa G? toro propter 
Javitiam — ** from bed and board by reafon 
of cruelty and this was, that women 
might be releafed from the barbarity with 
which their cruel hulbands would have treat- 
ed them, on conceiving fome dillike, had they 
beeij forced to have lived with them. But 
yet, as Mofes (hews, the bond of marriage ftill 
remained ; fo that if a man married fuch a 
ivpman, he and the woman were both guilty 
of adultery, in the light of God, notwith- 
llanding the bill of divorcement. If this had 
not been the cafe, Mofes could not harve cabled 
the marriage of the divorced womaq zd^kment 
—faying, Deut. xxiv. 4. — after Jhe is defiled. 
P^r Saviour, therefore, doth not by His — 

I fay 
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I fay unto yout mean that He was ena<5ting * 
a new law, or laying down a rule that waa 
oppolite td, or inconfiftent with, the law of 
Mofes — had He attempted this, he had fallen 
into the very fnare which the Pharifees had 
laid for Him. But— I fay unto you' means 
here, as in the inftances before related in His 
fermon upon the mount (fee before, p. 3 1 o 
— 3 1 3 ) as if He faid— ** Y onr rabbles teach you 
** fo and fo^ and in fo teaching you they 
y make void the law of Gqd through theifj 
traditions ; — but /, who am come to re-? 
** ftorc the honour of JMlfes's law, by reftor- 
** ing its true fcnfe and meaning — I — on the 
authority of that law, which you have 
** partially quoted, without taking the 
** whole together— unto you, though, for 
** th.e bar dnefs of your hearts, IsAos^sfuffereil 
** you to put away your wives ^ and fulj)ended 
any punifhment which might have accrued 
“ for fo doing, yet did he not, nor could he 
thereby diffolve the marriage itfelfj fq 
** for from it, he terms the marriage of fuch 
a divorced woman a defilement. Therefore 
** I fay unto yoxx—wbofoever pufteth away 
his wfe, ( except for the caufe of for nica- 
** tion^ — which is tne only legal caufe of 
** divorce) and marrietb another^htx^y 
tenipting, and even provoking the 4i’^or~ 

** ced woman to marry another man — that 
though the perfonal gmlt follows the per-. 

* Mr. Sahmn well obferves, that the goj^ti is a 
“ covenant revealing grace, not commanding a m$~ 
roHtf* on Marrit^e, p. 134. 

Aa 4 *-fmlli 
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** Jonal aSi, with refpedl to her, fo that if 
** Ae, while her husband liveth, he married to. 

** another many Jhe JJjall be called an adult erejs 
** (fee Rom. vii. 2 .) yet the guilt of this 
adultery will alfo be imputed to him who 
“ was the wilful occafion of it, by caujing 
** her to commit it. And as to you, who, 

** for the purpofe of exchanging your wives 
** with each other (a matter vimich the law of 
** Moles t in aparf of the paffage which you 
refer me to, but which you don’t mention, 
** was particularly made to guard againft*V 
** have put away your wives — and to you 
** who marry fuch divorced women — and to 
** you divorced women, who think yourfelves 
** at liberty to marry whom ye will, when 
** ye are unjuftly put away from your huf- 
** bands — Mis calls all this defilement y whijCh 
“ is but another term for adultery : — there- 
fore 1 fay unto you, as well as to thofe 
** who, contrary to the law above-mention- 
** ed, take back again the women they have 
** once divorced +, after they have been niar- 

“ ried 

\ 

^ For this, faith Abarhinel on Deut. xxiv. 4. was to 
imitate the Egyptians, who changed their wives, and 
took them again into their houfes, which was the occa- 
lioii of great filthinefs ; for, as J/aac Arama glofles, if 
this had not been prohibited, a gate had been opened 
unto vile men to make a trade of changing their wives, 
and thereby filled the land with whoredom.^^tt Pair* 
on Deut. xxiv* 4. 

+ Though the bill of divorcement wrought as a fort of 
divorce /} menfa H toroy and as areleafe from the vinculum 
ixternumy or outward ionJ--ytt nothing hut adultery or 
death could difiblve^^ the vinculum internum^ which was 

created 
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*'* ried to others — however ye may have been 
** taught to abufe the toleration of divorce 
on particular occalions-r-that all the cafes 
which I have mentioned* touching men 
“ divorcing their wives and marrying others, 
thereby caufing their unjuftly-divorced 
i* wives to marry other men — of men marry- 
** ing divorced women — and divorced women 
** marrying other men — this is all contrary 
“ to the lavw.of marriage itfelf, as delivered 
to and pronounced by Adam, Gen.ii. 
as well as to tjie law of the /event h com- 
mandment, delivered to Mojes, and by him 
delivered to. the people at Mount Binai. 
Jn ihort, thefe are only feveral * methods of 

created Jjy the fpecial command of Gov— they Jhall be ane 
fiejh. Therefore, ^henadivorced woman went away from 
herhufband, and married another man, (be committed an 
aft of adulteryxn theeyeof God : butthisdiffolvedthe/r/? 
ciintraii, and made her the wife of the fecmdmzv ; there- 
fore, if this man put her away, the firft hufband, of 
whom (he had been the (fee Luke xvi. i8.) 

could not take her again without committing adultery,— 
for after her departure from him, bill of divorce- 

ment, Ihe had. become, by the hufband’s own a<^ and 
deedj and by her aft of adultery, another man’s property, 
otherwife flie could not be fuppofed (ver. 2 .) to become 
another man's wife. The law therefore of Deut. xxiv. i, 
fed!' was efpecially made to prevent fuch abominable 
traiGc. — See the preceding note. 

* The reader may obferve, that, in this paraphrafe, 
I have endeavoured to lay before him every interpretation 
of the paffage, which harmonizes with the meaning of 
the word adultery — as it is ufcd in the Hebrew (crx^ 

ture j for it cannot be fuppofed that Christ, who is 
fpeaking of the law of Mofes, ihould call any thing 
adultery, but that which is fo by that law. 

** incurring 
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** incurring the guilt of adultery j therefore 
** all the fahos which your confciences may 
** derive from your abufe of Mojls's permif- 
** fion, with refpe<3: to bills of dimrcement, 
“ however highly ejleemed amongfi men, are 
“ abomination in the fgbt of God. Luke xvi, 
** 15.”— Here Christ puts the Pharifees to 
Jilence, by the very law which they had par- 
tially quoted, with the hope of enfnaring 
Him, and making Him appear <as an enemy 
*tb the law of Mofes. We do not read of any 
reply which they attempted to make : this 
would certainly not have been the cafe, had 
they underftood him to have fpoken againft 
■polygamy adultery ; the Pharifees could have 
defired nothing more to their purpofe, of 
reprefenting Him- as an enemy to Mofes, as 
there was not a fingle paffage in the whole law 
of Mofes to have fupported Him againft them 
on that point. They were ready enough, 
on other occafions, to call upon him for his 
authority as to what he faid md did — See Matt. 
Xxi. 23. Mark xi. 28. — but here they are to- 
tally lilent : and this under the only fair op- 
portunity they ever had^ of convicting Him 
of a downright falfmd, as laying down that 
iotJaw, which their law contradicted, It is 
therefore plain that they underftood Him in 
no fuch fenfe. Neither did His own difciples 
undcrftand Him to fpeak of any thing but 
-They are faid, Mark x. i o, in the 
houfeto ajk Him again of the fame matter ; His 
anfwer vvas in fubftance the fame ; the con- 
clufion which the difciples draw from, it is — 

If 
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Jf the cafe of the man be fo •with bis mife, it ismt 
^ood to marry-^i. e, ** If a man cannot get rid 
** of his wife when he pleafes, he had better 
** not naarry at all.” This conclufion muft 
have been made from their underftanding 
^HRiST to fpeak of divorce, for it is totally 
foreign from the matter oi polygamy, — How 
could they poflibly mean that a man had bet- 
ter have no wife at all, if he could not have 
more than one at once? It muft likewife be 
fuppofed, that they did not mifunderftaifd 
their Majier, fey if they had. He would 
doubtlefs have fet them right in his reply 
(Matt. xix. Ilf 12) and not have there faid, 
what clearly Ihews them to have underftood 
Him aright. 

Now let us confider Matt. xix. 9. ftill 
more clofely, taking it in connection with his 
fubfequent explanation of it to the difciples in 
fhe houfe. Mark x. 10, ii, 12. 

I fay unto you — Whofoever Jhall put away 
his wife—KOU yfltfXHffi) axKvsi>’—-and Jhall marry 
another y a.'hlyfj muft here have a reference to 
the preceding ywxtm, which we render by 
the word wife — therefore yvvxiKX muft be 
underftood as following the w’ord oCKKviv, and 
this may be conftrued in the fenfe of 
ywaiKX — another man's wife, i. e. a divorced 
woman. We find the word fo ufed* 

I Cor. X. 29. UTO fft/vwJjjfffiac— 'Which we 

rightly tranflate — another mans confcience-, 
Tne learned Wetfein takes dwujv in this fenft, 
in his note on Matt. xix. 9.— His words are 
•r— ” AMjfv} i. e. 'Ahi^oTpixv ab alio itidem viro 

repudiatam 
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repudiatam — vel ab illo divertentem, ut Hr- 
rodias ^ & Salome.^*^ Another] that is — an-- 
other mans wife^ who has been repudiated 
by him, or who has left her hufband j as 
** did Herodias and Salome.'" He mentions 

♦ Salome was fitter to Herod the Great. She is faid to 
have been the firft woman who repudiated her hufband. 
Herodias left her husband Philips and married the faid 
Philips brother, Herod Anitpas ; for which yohn the 
Baptiji feverely reproved him, faying — iiots not Lawful fir 
thu to have her. Matt. xiv. 4. For faying this, he had a 
double authority. Firft, as to the ince/iyUtw. xviii. 16. 
Secondly, with regard to her being another man's wifiy 
Lev. XX. 10. Herod'^ fituation was juft what our Lord 
condemns in the paflage of Mark 11 , I2. He had 
put away his firjl wife^ who was the daughter of Aretas^ 
king of Arabia^ that he might take his brother Philip's 
wife, with whom he had fallen in love ; and he did this 
at the requeft of Herodias herfelf. This was putting 
a wayhiswife^i and marrying dxkvip, i e. ihKo]^iAV^ another's^ 
which was adultery j as was Herodias's leaving her hus- 
band, and marrying Herod. All this (except the inceft) 
fell direitly unaer the condemnation of the divine lawy 
as explained by Christ to the difciplesy and doubtlefs 
was meant by what he faid before, in the prefence of the 
multitude^ to the Pharifees j and may ferve as a proper 
illuftration of the doftrine of the divine laWy as fet forth 
by ou^r Lord, with refpedl to unlawful div^^^^ty taking 
AKKnv in the fenfe of d^holpicty. 

See alfo the cafe of Druftlloy a daughter of Herod Agrip^ 
pa, who forfook Azizusy king of Emefa, and married /V- 
Atfsxxiv. 24.) alfo of her two fifters. — Bereniciy 
the eldeft, left her hufband king of Pontusy to go 

to others — and Mariamney the youngeft, was married to 
Archelausy and forfook him to marry Demetriusy an Alex- 
andrian Ant. Univ. Hift. vol. x* p. 643, and 

note £• 

The above-mentioned women were of high rani and 
dignity \ but doubtlefs others praftifed the fame, who 
were of too low a degree to be fubjedls of the bijlortan's 

afterwards 
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afterwards a difficulty he was under from this 
interpretation of olhXvf / — as it feemi to make 
t^he text fay the fame thing * twice even 
and on sr' xuTViv, Mark x. 1 1 . he has the 
following note, which I will lay before the 
reader in Engli/h, referring the learned to the 
pT\gmi\..—-jigainJi her.^ There are Ibme 
“ who interpret this to relatt to the Jecond 
“ or latter wife, on whom the hufband might 
“ commit adnitery, properly fo called j which 
“ he cannot be laid to commit if he fhouM 
*“ marry a virgin, or a widow, but only by 
** marrying a woman who had been in like 
** manner?/, e. pnjuftly) divorced by another 
man. But there is an •f- objedlion to this 

** interpretation, 

* This obje^ion is at an end, if the latter claafe is to be 
left out, as in the Cambridge, and many other copies. 
See Mills and Wetjiein on Matt. xix. 9. 

+ Since thefirft edition of this book, I have confidered 
very deeply this objection of Wet^ein'%, as well as the 
ground on which it ftands. He certainly, when writing 
on Mark x. ii, 12. had the claufe of Matt. xix. 9. in 
his mind, infomuch as to confound it with Mark x. 12 ; 
but, on the moft attentive conilderation, I cannotthink, 
with St. Aujlin and others, that the latter claufe of Matt, 
xix. 9. viz. He that marrieth her that is put away com-^ 
mittew adultery, has the leaft tautology, even taking tihe 
AXXar in the former claufe in the fenfe of be- 

caufe the whole verfc, taken together, is no other thaivat 
complete refutation of the doftrinc of divorce 
every cauft, and a full eftabfilhment of the truth which 
Christ is contending for — viz.— that no caufe, but 
that of adultery in the wife, is any ground of diwee from 
the bond of marriage, fo as to exempt the man who 
Ihould marry her, living her hufband, fbom the crime of 
adultery. In this view the whole will ftand thus— viz. ■ 
-^finnfoner /ball put away bis wife (except for femi- 
Ctttien, which is the only thing which can diflblve the 

contraA, 
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^ interpretation, which is, that by this 
** method of interpreting the paiTage, the 

** fame 

Contra£l:) andjhall marry another [yvfetiM^ wife or woman 
unjufljy divorced) commitieth adultery (upon fuch woman 
rr ttdJnv^Mzrkx. ii.) nounjuftdivorcediflblving her 
€ontra£l; with the man who put her away« 

Thus far the firft claufe — on which it might be fup- 
pofedj that, as the firft man had not only put away his 
wife ny a bill of divorcement, but alfo married another 
Uverced woman^ and by that committed adultery^ fuch 
|i| 3 La& releafed the firft woman entirely from him, and 
therefore any other man might innocently take her 
Wife, as a woman divorced juftlyrand entirely, the bond 
being vacated by the hufband’s adultery.^^TiMt our Lord 
declares it to be otherwife fettled by the law ; nothing 
bitt adultery in the wife could diflblve the bond of marriage, 
therefore, the acSk of the huftand above mentioned, did 
not bring the wife into the ftate of a ftngle woman^ fo as 
that fhe might marry again, living her hufband — where- 
fore Christ adds — that whofi married a woman under 
fuch circumftances of unjuft and invalid divorce (a9roA.e- 
— that had been put away in this manner) commit^ 
ted adultery^ no z£t of me .hufband’s fetting her free from 

h^m* 

This latter claufe feems therefore as ncceflary as the 
former'^ixi order to elucidate the whole do^ine of di^ 
varce^ and to prove^ that no one real caufe or ground of 
it, fp as to diiTolve a marriage, exifted on the footing of 
divine law^ but fornication or adultery in the wife ^ 
which appears alfo to be clearly laid down Matt. v. 22# 
with the ipirit and fenfe of which feripture, this paflage 
o( Matt* xjx. 9. exadly harmonizes* 

In this view of the matter, this foripture, fo far froini 
co£idem|d^ rather eftabiifoes it) otherwife 
man’s taking a^^rsn^woman^ if fuch taking was 4 tdfdur$ 
th^ foA wife, would fet her free, and if fo, a 
mixi whonwried her would not fin, for adultery is cer^ 
-fainly a releafo, 4 vincula matriutonii^ with refpe< 3 ; to thp 
patty .againft whom it is committed* 

. It may alfo be obforved, that no poffible cafeeian tbe 
put of a man’s ai^ally committing adultery^ but by in^ 

tercourfe 
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** fame thing would be iaid twice aver, once 
** at this ver. 1 1, and again at ver. 12.” 

Here I cannot help diflenting from this 
learned and judicious man ; for furely a man’s 
putting away his wifcy and marrying another 
divorced womans and a womans putting away 
h'tr hujbandy and marrying another many ara 
very different ideas » In both cafes adultery 
is committed, whether the woman be uojufe- 
ly put away from her hufband, or fho put 
herfelf away j but when we confider, as in 
the cafe of Herodias and SalomCy that this laft 
was growing into a cuftom — for Salomes ex- 
ample was foon followed by others, as 
phus * writes — it was natural for Chrjst to 
condemn this in as exprefs terms in one cafe 
in the other, both being equally oppofite to 
the law of God. 

T\iQjewssx this time had much intercoi^^ 
with the Romansy Judea having been long 
reduced to the fituation of a Roman province, 
and no doubt, in the very corrupt ftate in 
which the Jews univerfally were, the Roman 
manners eafily infinuated themfelyes amcyig 
the JewiJh women. See before, p. 364, n. 
Divorcesy though allowed very early in R^omey 

• 

tercourfe with the wipe of another ; for which reafbil it 
a folecifm to talkof his committing adultery u^ortot agdiv^ 
his own wifey in any other fenfe, than hy caupn^y ' tertipS-^ 
ingy or prevailing on her to commit it, which iS th^-cafe 
put Matt. V. 92, 

♦ See Ant.Unir. Hift. vbl. iij. p. 14$', af the bhttotfi 
of the note. ' ' - i 
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were never put in pradice till about the year 
of Rome 520, which was before Christ 229 
years, in the cafe of Carvilius Ruga, who di- 
vorced his wife bccaufe Ihe was barren •, after 
which they became fcandaloufly frequent, 
as a corruption of manners prevailed in the 
republic, till the Roman, v^oxntn grew as licen- 
tious in leaving their hufbands, as the huf- 
bands were in putting them away.— What 
was the charafter of the Roman ladies in this 
refped, we may learn from Juvenal *, who 
wrote not many years after this time, in 
Sat. vi. he is dilTuading his friend Urjidius 
Rofibumus from marriage, by fetting before 
him the monftrous praftices of the Roman 
women, one of which was, leaving their huf- 
bands, and marrying other men. 

^Speaking of their imperioufnefs, he fays, 
ipeir grand argument, in all difputes with 
their hufeands, was 

Hoc volo— fic jubeo, fit pro rationc voluntas. 

Imperat ergo viro . 1 . 222- 

Then he proceeds— 

* So from Sintca, who fays— “ Who is now afhamed 
** of breaking the nuptial union, when fo many ladies of 
’** eminence and quality reckon their years not by the 
** number of cenjuls, but of hujbands •, and are divorced 
** in hopes of marrying’, and marry in hopes of being di- 
** vorcM.” Dc Bencf. Lib. iii. c. i6. 

Rt^tndtrf ohkrvti. Lib. vi. c. i. § 15. that the bor- 
rowing ana lending of wives among die Rmens, is a 
pradtice much talked of by authors. 


Sed 
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Sed mox base regna relinquft 

• ?ermutatqtic domes, & flamea conterit. Ind6 
. Avola^^ & fpreti repetit veftigia ledi. 

Ornatos paulo ante fores, pendentia Ilnqult 
Veladomus, & adhuc virides in limine ramos. 

Sic crefeit numerus, fic fiunt oHo mqriti 
Quinque per autumnosj fitulo res digna fepuIchriK 

So will I have it — fo command I ftill. 

And yield no reafon but my fovVeign wilh” 

Then the imperious wanton leaves her fpoufe. 

From man to man flie flies, from houfe to houfe. 
Forgetful of her pride’s attire, and bridal vows. 
Again t fte feeks her fifft-deferted man, 

And, in five years, eight hufbands crown her plan^— » 
Pity, but fuch atchievnents fhould be known, 
Engrav'd on brafs or monumental ftone ! 

* Permutatque domos^ Ab iino viroad allum aliumque 
tranfiens. — Going from one hujband to another and another* 
Lud. Prateus. 

+ This line proves that they did not wait for their 
hufbands’ death to marry others, as docs the next : for 
they can hardly be fuppofed to bury feven hufbands in 
five years. 

Ovidy who lived a little earlier than Juvenaly cenfure^ 
the man who makes a fcruple of his wife*s going to others, 
as unacquainted with true politenefs. 

Rujiicus eji nimium quern ladit adultera conjuxy 
Et NOTOS MORES non fatis urbis habet. 

He that won’t lend his wife’s an awkward clown, 
Unfkill’d in the known fajbion of the town. 

Martialy cotemporary with Juvenaly has an epigram 
which {hews the liberties which were taken by a Roman 
lady. 

Motebum GelLIA non habet nifi unum^ 

Turpe eji hoc magisy uxor eJi duorum* 

One fpark ferves honeft Gellia at a timCf ^ 

But her two hujbands are a fouler crime. ^ 

Martial vi. 7. fpeaks of a woman not above iLiriy 
years of age, w'ho had been married to diflRirettt meh. 

Aut minusy aui certe nonplus tricefima luk ejly 
Et mbit decimo ymin Tijelesina viro. 

VoL. 1. B b Tlhai^ 
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That this was a common praftice, appear? 
from 1. 45, &c. 


Quid quod & antlquis uxor de moribus ilU 
Quaeritur ? O medicl [ mediam pretundite venatn f' 
Delicias hominis ! Tarpeium limen adora 
Pronus, &auratain Junoni cscde Juvencam ; 

Si tibi contigerit capitis matrona pudici. 

What fhall I fay to him who fecks a wife 
Of antient maaners, uncorrupt of life ? 

Surejy he’s mad — come, Doftor, breathe a vein. 

And try to bring him to himfelf again. 

But if, by chance, a woman^could be found 
Modeft and chafte, through all the empire round. 
Thrice happy mortal ! — to thy deftin’d bed 
Let her, with thanks to all the Gods, be led* 

In fhort, fuch was the profligacy of the 
Roman women, that if one could be found 
fit for his friend to marry, he would call her 
a Pbcenix as we fay ; 


Rara avis in tetris nigroque fimillitna cygno. 

But to return to Others un- 

**'* derftand this st’ tfJuTijv of the frji wife, to 
whom the hulband might by his unjuft 
divorce give occafion of committing adnl- 
** iery, or of flying to a fecond or adulterous 
** marriage: but Thefe do not explain what 
** thofe words— Jha/i marry another — are 
** to the purpofe ; fince the divorced woman 
** would Be equally in danger of committing 
*• adultery t whether the hulband who put her 
** away^ marries another or not. This diffi- 
culty came into my mind at Matt. xix. 9 ; 
z « hut 
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but on confiderihg the ihatter again, t id 
not think thofe words fuperfluous, but fo 
to cohere with the reft bf the fentence, 
to denote, that though the unjujl divorce 
‘‘ was the occafion of the divorced wife’s 
adultery i yet the hufband’s fecond marriage 
was the occafion of the divorce. For ex- 
ample — If a man, having met with another 
woman, who pleafed him better than his 
wife, fhould, in order to enjoy the other, 
^‘^give his wife a bill of divorcement ^ and grant 
her liberty to m^rry any body elie, whom 
(he chofe, would this be any thing elfe 
“ than to expofe* her to an adulterer ^ and to 
commit the crime of pithping f'" So the 
Roman * laws — To a<ft the part of a pimpy is 

not 

♦ Wetjleln remarks, on the title of Bt. Mdrk\ gofpel^ 
that St. Mark wrote his gofpel at Rome^fFetJiein fays 
farther, In dotfrina de divortio manifejie ad jus Romanufn 
refpicit. “ In the do£lrine concerning divorce, he ma- 
nifeftly had refpedl to the law of iht Romans.^" 

In the latter part of IVetJieiris note on Mark x. 12. 
p. 603^ col. 2. he fays — Ex eo quod Cuki^tvb de vitis 
tixores retudiantibus dixerat^ Marcus infert^multo fee- 
Icftius effe, ft mulier virum deftrat. Quod & Rof/ta-^ 
nisj quibus Marcus fcripfit, licitum, & turn temporise 
licentia fupra mbdum graflTante, familiare eratj poR- 
quam Mejfaltna Claudii Imperatoris uxor^ Claudio vi- 
Vente, filio publici nupferat, & ipfc Claudius 
viam Cafaris filiam L. Silano a patre defponfatam Ne^ 
rent collocavcrat. Tacit Anhal. xi; 27, xil. 3, q. 

“ From that which Crfaisrhad faid concefning men 
repudiating their wives, Mark infers, that k WaS by 
far more wicked for a woman to leave her huiband.” 
This I do not fee is deducible from the words of the 
Evangblifl ; however Weijiein proceeds — 

Which was permitted by the Romans., to whom 
wrote, and at that time (licentiouliiefs fpread- 
B b 2 iu^ 
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** not lefs a crime than to make a gain by 
proftituting the body.— -He who makes a 
■** gain of the adultery of his wife, whatever 
** his rank or condition be, is puniihed as an 
adulterer. — If a man, in order to defame his 
wife, (hall put an adulterer in his place, 
both the hufband and wife (hall, by law, 

** adjudged guilty of the crime of adultery." 

By all this it appears, that nothing kept 
this learned man from thinking, with thofe 
firft mentioned, that the tV’ duri^v relates to 
the fecond wife, (who, to make the man guil'ty 
of adultery, muft be a divorced woman) but 
his fuppoling, that in thjs view the fame 
matter is repeated twice overt which it cer- 
tainly is not. See before, p. . This 
makes him alfo, on fecond thoughts ^ differ from 
his own note on Matt. xix. 9. and take the 
\i.m%9.taL\y Mark x. 11. in the (enfe of the He- 
brew * Hiphil conjugation, as caufng her to 

commit 

ing beyond meafurc) was a familiar thing, after 
Mejfalina, the wife of the Emperor Claudius^ had 
“ publicly married Silius, in Claudius’s life-time, and 
V Claudius himfeif had married Ocimitty the daughter 
“ of Cafavy to Neroy who had been betrothed by her 
“ father to L. Silanus.” 

All this may certainly account for 8 t. Mark’s record- 
ing whftt OUR Lord faid to the diiciples in the houfe, 
touching women putting away their hujbandsy and being 
married to ether meuy which is omitted in Matthew. 

* ** Meechaturj i. e. Mgechari facit illam, nempe 
** priorem a fe milfam. ex collat. Matt. v. 32. Facere 
.*•* K&c dicitur qui fa^o caufam prsebet. £t mos eft 
Hellcniftarum verba formae Hiphil per aiftivaexprime- 
re, ut Rom. viii. 26. Gal. iv. 0. Pole Synop. in 
Matt,, xix. 9.” 


** Committeth 



[ 373 ] 

commit adulUry^ and fothe hufband, hytdujmg 
her to do it, is particeps criminis, as an acceflaty 
before the fad:, and may be faid himfelf to 
commit it y as a man who hires, or caufes an- 
other to commit a murder, is himfelf * guilty 
of murder ; — as Davids 2 Sam. xii. 9 j Ahah^ 
*i Kings xxi. 19. 

This interpretation is not new j for Wet’‘ 
fieiriy on Matt.^xix. 9. mentions feme copies, 
in which for ^oi’xjxran—committeth adultery, is 
ced — troiti dvrtp/ (ioixev 6 tfva/—cat^tb her to com-^ 
mit adultery ; and In one — ixoixsltxi — tut igiv 
Kjxyxxtyi [i.(iix 6 M%v!iiau-^committeth adultery j that 
is, compels her to commit adultery, I will con- 
clude this point with obferving, that, in all 
this, there is not the leaft hint or glance at 


** Committed! adultery] that is, maketh her to com- 
mit adultery, to wit, the former wife which he fent 
away from him ; comp. Matt. v. 32. He is rightly 
faid to do it, who occalions it to be done. It is the 
‘‘ cuftora of the Hellemjis^" who fpake or wrote 

in Gr^k) to exprefs words of the form Hiphil by ac- 
‘‘ tive verbs.” As Rom. viii. 26. where the Spirit's 
making intercejjion for is His caufing us to pray iit a 
right manner for ourfelvesj juft as His crying Abba^ 
Father^ (Gal. iv. 6.). is His enabling us fo to cry. Ac- 
cordingly the apojile^ Rom. viii. 15, fpeaks of Him as 
the Spirit of adopion^ whorebywe cry^ Ahba^ Father. See® 
Guyfe Paraph, on Rom. viii. 26. and note. 

* Many exemplifications of this doctrine, as very fen- 
Jibly and properly adopted into the law of England^ ap- 
pear in our law-books ; but in none more clearly, than 
in the cafe of Lord Audley^ who was indi<fted for a rapt 
on his own veife^ he holding her while another ravijhed 
her; — he was convicted — and executed. He was like wife 
as evidently guilty of adultery y as tht ravijher himfelf 
was. Sec State 1 ry. vol. i. 

B b 3 pofygatf^^ 
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pofygamyp as condemned, or even mentioned, in 
thefc texts. 

The learned Grotius, whoni I have menr 
tioned and quoted, at the beginning of this 
chapter, as niaintaining a new law of Christ 
on the fubjedt of polygamy, ** afterwards 
“ changed his opinion,” (fee note **, oft 
Grot, de Jure, lib. ii. c. 5. § 9.) ** as is 
** plain from his annotations on Matt. v. 32. 
where he Ihews, that in tliat place, and 
other like pajfages of the gofpels, polygamy 
** is not condemned, but only the abufe of 
** divorce, from whatever caufe it proceeds.” 
** Hence (adds J5<jr^(^r/7c/in that excellent 
little work-— De Verit. Relig. C-6r j/?.—rhe 
only fays-r-** The Cbrifiians follow the 
ufage of the * Germans and Rom^ms, who 

♦♦ werf 

♦ Grotiusj in the paflage here diuded to, doth not 
quote Tacitus fairly, whofe words are— Severa illis 
matrimonia. Nam foli pro()e barbarorum fingulis 
‘‘ uxoribus content!, cxceptis admodum paucis, qui non 
“ libidinc, fed ob nobilitatem, piuribus ambiuntur 
nuptiis.” Which proves, that the G/r;7«i«r were, in 
a degree at leaft, pofy^amifls. On yoit par les ditnhres 
parole^y que^ quoique celafit rare parmi tusty il y tn avoit 
pouriantdes txemplfs\ dt forte que c^etoit pldfot'une modcy 
^ qu'une chofe regardee comme illicite. Barteyrac bn Grotv 
fie Jure, lib- ii. c. 5. note 12. Fr. tro^nf, One fees, 

V ♦ by the laft words, that though pofygamy was rare among 
the Germans^ there were however examples of it j fc^ 
f* that its ruriiy rather arofc from fafiion than from its 
f* being looked upon as unlawful.” As to the Romansy 
they were i\ (o polygami/ls ; for though they lived b(ift with 
#«/, who was called uxoTy a taifei yet their Hb^aty 
fneilla or fervay with whom they alfo cb}iftbl^d» 
^amounted to the fame in point of faft. , 

&ueU 
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** were content with one wife. Lib. ii. § i j ; 

and in the tiote there introduced, he only 
** refers to i Cor. vii. 4.” This text, with 
the verles preceding it, we have very fully 
confidered in the ^ chapter. 

Since the firft Edition of this work was 
publilhed, I had a hook put into hands, 
the title page of which announcsn^lts being 
written on a popular occafion, that is to fay, 
— the affiiir of Lord Grofuenors adion 
** againft the D. of C.” This book is en- 
titled, “ Free Thoughts on Seduhiion, Adul- 
teryy and Divorce.” The author ftyles 
himfelf a Civilian, and, by many parts of 
the book, feems to be an adept in his pro- 
feffion. His remarks are keen — his obfer- 
vations ftirewd. — ^There are fomc things in 
which he may be thought to have gone too 
far i but there is a ftridure on the fubjeft of 
polygamy j as vulgarly fuppofed to be pro- 
hibited by OUR Saviour, Matt. xix. 9. 
which I will infert here, juft as I find it, 
leaving it to my readers to make their own 
remarks upon it. 

** It is indeed pretended, that the ftridlnefs 
** of conjugal difeipline, fuppofed to be rc- 
** commended by the opojlle, is confirmed 6y 

Suet, in Vit. J. Cap. faith— that “ he mads a law, by 
*■ which every man, for the falce of propagating chU- 
dren, might marry as many wives as he pleafed.” 
Jhd. Antony had two wives at the fame tine, So hs4 
Crajhtt and doubtlefs many more, whole names haye 
not reached vis. 

B b 4 " our 
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“ our Saviour himfelf ; who is conceived 
** alfo to have prohibited a man’s having - 
more than one wife, as well as a-w^^’s hav- 
** ing more than one hujband. 

But this fuppofition is groundlcfs : for, 
** as I before obferved, from our Saviour’s 
** own words. He came not to defray the law 
** or the prophets, but to fulfil them. Now, 
** under the law, polygamy was allowed ; as 
** plainly appears not only fropi practice but 
“ precept *. 

" In faying, * 'Thou Jhalt not commit aduh- 
** ‘ tefy,’ the law did not fay — thou Jhalt not 
** have more than one wife ; as it does when, 
** refpedting idolatry, it fays, * ‘Thou Jhalt have 
** * no other gods but me,' It is faid, ‘ Thou 
** * fait not lie with another man's wfe-,' it 
** did not fay— ^ Thou Jhalt not lie with as many 
** * wives as thou wilt of thy own.' On the con- 
• ‘ trary, it appears to have been commonly 


• “ It were taking up the reader’s time to little pur- 
“ pofe, to prove what is fo generally kno^n ; the learned 
“ Selden, in his Vxor Ebraica, fhews fully that a plura- 
“ lity of wives was not only allowed of among the He~ 
“ brews, but amongft almoft all other nations, and in 
all ages. In the Eafl it was almoft univerfal, as it 
“ remains at this day. The ancient Romani indeed did 
not praftife it, though it was not prohibited. Mark 
“ Anthony, I think, was the firft who led the falhion of 
“ having two wives. This falhion lafted between three 
“ and four hundred years, when it was prohibited by an 
“ exprefs law, under the reign of Theodojtus. The fen^- 
‘‘ peror Valentinian however permitted it in a fuller cx- 
** tent ; nor did the ChriJUan Bilhops of thefe times 
** make any oppolltionto thisreintroduiftion 

yujfiman and the latter councils put a ftop to it. 

permitted 
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** permitted to have t'wo or more. * If a majti 
** ‘ have two wives ^ one beloved and another 
** * hatedt" &c. Deut. xxi. 15. And again, 
**• 2 Sam. xii. 8, the prophet Nathan^ re- 
“ preaching Davids fays, * — Thus faith the 
** * Lord God, I gave thee thy majiers 
** * houfe and thy majier’s wives into thy 
‘ bojbm." 

** It is true that, after the world became 
** to be fomewhat populous, and perhaps 
fome communities apparently too nu- 
merous for tl\e land they poflefled, the 
* pradlice of polygamy was prohibited by 
** the civil magifiratCt for the political ends of 
** fociety. 

“ According to the laws of JuJiinian* it 
** was not lavful to have two wives at a time, 
“ nor even a concubine with a wife. The 
canons of the church alfo confirm this pro- 
hibition, under pretence of its being 
founded on the words of our Saviouvy in 
His reply to the Thar fees. But if we 


• “ There are writers, indeed, who have labourdi] to 
prove, t\\zt polygamyAot% not tend to population. But, 
however ingenioafly they have argued, they haye 
contradicted all the experience both of ancient and 
modern times. If there are fome countries, in w^idti 
at this polygamy is allowed, and yet they are not 
more populous than others where it is prohibited, the 
fad may be jfccounted for, by various othei^ rcafons. 
The defolation, occafM>fledi3Fy"'tbe4daga'c^^ wars, fa- 
mine, and licentioutilefs of thofe countries, would pro^ 
‘‘ bably have long fznee depopulated them entirely, hzd 
not polygamy been 
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** turn to the text, we find that no fuch 
** prohibition is there cidier expreficd or 
** implied. 

** I fiy unto you y Whofoever Jhall put away 
** his wifst except for fornication y and fall 
marry anotbery committeth adultery. Matt, 
xix. 9. 

Very true, but if, without putting away 
bis wifey he marry anotbery (as was the cafe 
** with facob ; when, after marrying Leah, 
“ he married alfo her fifter Rachel) it does not 
** appear that he would commit adultery. 

** It is the putting away Hsxt firft wife only, 
“ that made the marrying a fecond, adul- 
** tery. Nor is even this a commiffion 
“ of that .fin, but an indiredl one j as fuch 
difmifiion of the firft would naturally tend 
** to make her form a connexion with feme 
** other man j which would be direbi adultery, 
“ This is plain from the words, in which 
“ the fame prohibition is exprefled in another 
** place, by the fame Evangelijiy ‘ I fay unto 
** * youy that whofoever Jhall put away his wifCy 
** ‘ faving for the caufe of fornicationy caujeth 
** ‘ her to commit adultery .\ Matt. v. 32. 

** It is true that fomc of our moft learned 
** divines have been of opinion, that the adul- 
“ tery lay in marrying the fecond w’fcy and 
** not in xicit putting awt^ ftbe firjl. But in 
** this they have Ihewn themielves to be 
** better canonifts than cafuifis. Eycn Bijhop 
** Cofens fays, it is not the ^finiftton of tl^ 
firft wife that is adulterousy bttt the mar- 
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" rytng of the fecond» But this Is cksiijr « 
miftake; not only* becaufe vnu 

** allowed at the time when our Saviour’s 
** injunftion, refpedting a man’s putting 
** away bis wife, was promulgated ; but be- 
** caule the contrary appears on the very face 
** of the text. 

The Pbarifees did not alk Jefus about 
** the lawfulnefs of a plurality of wives } but 
** merely about putting away tbeir wives : and 
** though he anfwered them in a fuller man^ 
“ ner than they ieemed to require, he can- 
** not be fuppofed to miftake the full drift 
** and fenfe of their query. 

The queftion was, '* Is it lawful for a 
** * man to put away bis wife for every caufe f' 
** The reply is, * Whofoever Jhall put away 
** * bis wife^ except for fornication (and Jhall 
** * marry another) committetb adultery.' That 
** is, indiredtly, by depriving her of the pro- 
** tedion of a huiband, and reducing her to 
** the neceffity of accepting that of fomc 
other man ; agreeable to the words of the 
** text before quoted, caufetb ber to commit 
** adultery. 

** Our Saviour indeed goes farther, and 
** explains his meaning diftindly, in addings* 
** .^d wbofo marrietb ber wbicb is put away, 
‘‘ doth commit adultery. But how fo, utilefs 
** the criminality depended on the incapacity 
** of the firft huiband to put ber away f This 
** indeed made it adiftery in the man marry> 
** ing a woman thus unjuftly divorced, be- 

“ caufe 
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.<* ?casifo {b« was ftill the firft tnan’s wife, and 
** not lawfully feparatcd^. 

“ That this was certainly the meaning of 
** out Saviour, cannot be doubted. Mofes, 
** ifay« ht, becaufe of the hardnefs of your hearts, 
“ ftffered you to put away your wives. Or 
** rather, as the tranflators have more properly ’ 
** exprelTed it in Mark x. 5. for the hardnefs 
“ of your heart. 

** A mere Englijh reader might, from the 
former expreffion of Matthew, take occa- 
fion to fay, that the term wives in the plu- 
** ral, is no more applicable to the individual 
“ than that of hearts-, and that the former 

The legality of the divorce appears evidently to 
depend on the fornication on the part of the womany 
which ipfo fa£io diflblved the marriage \ or, what 
** amounted to the fame thing, gave the hufband a right 
to do it atpleafure, by giving his bill of divorce ; and 
this feems to be particularly exprefled in reply to the 
queftion, Whether a man might put away his wife for 
‘ every caufe r and alfo to the additional queftion, 

< ffd'/yy fljen did Mofes commandy to give a writing of di- 
‘‘ ‘ vorcementy and to put her away j i. e. for every, or 
“ ^ ary caufe ?’ — It is this circumftance, viz. the far 
cllit) of men’s divorcing their wives at pleafure, that 
accounts for the non-ufage of polyganiy in countries 
‘‘ where it was allowed by law. It has been already 
‘‘ obferved^ that the ancient Romans did not indulge 
themfelves in polygamyy though permitted j but this 
was for a good reafon : they wifely chofe not to have 
two wives in the houfe at the fame time, and therefore 
“ repudiated one before they took another j and this 
they did as often as they pleafed, with no otjier for- 
** mality than that of fending a meflage to the wife by 
a flavc, giving notice of their intentions, a^ter the 
‘‘ manner of the Hebrey/s,"* 

word^ 
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** word, as well as the latter, mwft be meant 
“ of their wives colk^ivefy, and not of the 
“ wives of 'each feverally : but the original is 
** in both places the fame — XIpoc tj^v ffK?^ifpo- 
** Kctp^tciv UMWv — Beza has it — pro duritia cor- 
“ dis vejlri — for your bardnefs of hearty in the 
'* fngular number j but it is dimittere uxo^ 
“ }-es vefras-^^xit away your wives, in the 
“ plural, conformable to the original. 

“ That thif is the true fenfe of the text, 
“ is farther confirmed by the remark which 
** the difciples of Jefus made on it, in the 
fucceeding verfe. 

It runs in .the vulgar tranflation thus : 
If the cafe of the man be fo with his wife, it 
is good not to marry, 

** But the verfion is here alfb palpably 
** defedtivc. By the man, may be miftaken- 
ly underftood, ^ particular hujband ; and by 
his'wji^, may in like manner be underftood 
his foie and only wife ; but the word his, i$ 
foijied into the text ; it is indeed ufually 
“ printed in Italics, to denote the interpoh’- 
** tion. This prohibition is exprelTed,^ on 
the contrary, in the moft general terms. 
Si tale eji hominis negotium cum uxore, fays 
** Beza: conformable to the original^« 
8TWf t( xiriot. TK oLv^^Tcu fisTX Tijf yywtixof, 
“ not the particular cafe between any one 
** husband and his foie wife but the ma^trir 
** monial commerce between the 

** fexes in general j or, as Vajbr explains 
** it, the condition or relative fithation 

'“or 
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** of a hufband rcfpcdting his •wives, Siea 
“ efl conditio viriy &c. 

** If any other argumc^nt were neceflary, 
** to eftablifh the fenfc of this reply, which 
** our Saviour gave to the defigning Fbarifees ; 
“ perhaps fome confirmation of it may be 
** drawn from the qued;ion, put to him' 
** by the Sadduceesy with a defign equally 
finifter. 

** A womany fay they (fucceffively) married 
** /even hujbandsy At the refurreStion whoje 
** •wife Jhall Jhe be ?— Had z plurality of •wives 
** not been permitted by the divine it 
** would have better anfwered their, end, if 
*• they had propofcd the fame problem, with 
** a change of terms j and alked him, if a 
“ man had fucceffively /even •whuesy to which 
•* of them, at the refurreiflion, would the 
" hufband belong ?*’ 

In juftice to our author, I cannot conclude 
my quotations from him, without giving, in 
his own words, the caveat which he enters, 
againft the pradticc of polygamy. ** But I 

** cm not pleading either for the piety or 
^ morality of polygamy i Under the Cbrijiian 
** difpenfation, and in times like thefc, I 
conceive one •wife to be enough, if not too 
** muchy for any one man. Add to this, that, 
** whether it oc contrary to the law of God 
** or not, it is e3q)rcfsly contrary to that of 
** man ; being forbidden in England by the 
" written laws of the land.” — ^ur author 
might have Jhengthened this part of his argu^ 

msnt. 
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menty by adding, and by the Canons of the 

Church of Rome"' 

To all the weight of evidence which has 
been produced againft the notion of Christ's 
introducing a new lawy either with refpedt 
to polygamy y or any thing elfe, I will add one 
more teftimony, and fuch a one as muft carry 
its own conviftion with it, even into the 
bbfom of prejudice itfelf. Let us hear our 
Lord Himfdfy Luke xvL i8. IVhofoever 
futteth away his wifcy and marrieth another^ 
if irspcLv) committeth adultery, and whofoever 

marrieth 

* On conCderin^ all that has been faid, on Matt, 
^ix. Q. Mark X. /i. and here on Luke xvi. i8, I do 
jconclude, that if the (/.oixotJcLi^committeth adultery — be 
^nderftood with refpeft to the fecond-taken wife — then 
the and muft fignify, that (he was a married 

or unjujlly^divorced woman ; for the marriage of a maid 
or a widow never made adultery by the lawy under any 
circumftances whatfoever of preconiraCf or\ the man’s fide. 

If be underftood with reference to the firjl 

wife, whom the man had divorced in order to take another % 
and if in this fenfe we are to underftand the W Avjnry 
Markx. ii. i. e. with reference to the firjiwife\ — we 
muft then conftrue fjLorxdjAi by Matt. v. 32, and (Jup- 
pofe the man an adulterer, in the fame fenfe as an ^ccef- 
fary before the faftto z murder, is 2i murderer, hy caujtng 
another to commit it. 

The argument which has been ufually drawn from 
Matt. xix. g. by many learned men, is as follows 
“ it he adultery for a man to marry a fecond woman after 

he has put away the fir ft, it is not lefs adultery to marry 
“ a fecond while he retains the firft.” — 

$ut there are fevcral faults in this argument. 

1. Petitio prmcipii, or taking that for granted which is 
denied. 

2. TJfing the word adultery in a fenfe not warranted 
by the word ^\ik 2 -^adultery — in the Hebrew feriptuffe, 
where it only fnjnifies the deflement of a married womaiiw^ 

3- A 
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marrietb her that has been put away {ivo'Ke- 
from her hujband, committeth adultery. 
This, fay fome, is Christ’s ** new law, by 
** which He forbad polygamy, which was 
** allowed under the Old Teftament.” — As 
to the meaning of the words themfelves, 
as they are much the fame as in Matt. xix. 9. 
I will not repeat what has already been ob- 
ferved on that place ; but as to their confti- 
tuting fome new daw, we have Christ’s own 
authority to fay they do not : for obferve the 
preface at ver. 17. with which our Lord in- 
troduces them, wherein Be Himfelf gives us 
to underftand, that, what Efe here fays, and 
of courfe what He fays el/ewhere to the fame 
purpofe, is grounded upon the law of the Old 
*FeJiament. It is eafer for heaven and earth 
to pafs, than one tittle of the law to fail. 
Having introduced what He fays, ver. 18. 
with this pofitive ailertion touching the lia- 
bility, unchangeablenefs, and perpetual obli- 
gation of the law, we muft, to be confillent 

3. A non fequitur^ or conclufion which does not follow 
from*the premifes, unlcft, divorcing the firft wife, and 
retaining her, fignify one and the fame thing. 

4. A contraditSlion of the law of Mofes — an inconfif- 
tency with the antient laws of the fewt as recorded in 
the Pentateuch. 

5* A rendering the words He that putteth away hit wife^ 
which occur uniformly in Matt. v. 32. Matt. xix. 9. 
Markx. ii. Lukexvi. 18. — which are all the texts on the 
fubje£): — mere furplufage and totally injignificant. 

6. The mention of the putting away.^ keeps the whole 
an(wer in diredl agreement with thequeftion afked — viz. 
~Is it lawful far a man to put away his wife for every 
caufe f --"-which the other view of the text has nothing to 
do with. 

ourfelves. 
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ourfelves, or to make Him confident, con* 
ftrue what He fays, as grounded upon that 
. law, which He Himfelfl^Lys down as the foun- 
dation on which He fpake. This can be 
no other than the law of God as * delivered 
by Mofes', what that condemned, Christ con- 
demned on its authority; but had He con^ 
demned what that allowed, or had He allowed 
what that condemned, there was an end of 
that law, and more than a tittle of it muft be 
faid to fail — 'deam — to fall^^perijh, and be 
dejiroyed. It may be worth our while to take 
a Ihort view of the context: — ver. i6. the 
law and the prophets were until fohn : fince 
that time, the kingdom of Goto is preached, and- 
every man preJJ'eth into it. 

As if our Lord had faid: Till the com- 

ing of John the Baptiji — which was fore- 

* A ftrong and ftriking obfervation might here be 
made— viz. that at the time Christ held this difcourfe 
with the Pharifees, the whole law of Mops was in its full 
force, even the ceremonial law ttfelf-, to which 
Christ was fubjedl, and which He obfcrved, from the 
hour of His circumctfion to His /upper, when He ate 
the with His difciples. Luke xxii. 15. Nor did 

this law vanijh away, ’till it had its full accomplifli- 
ment in the death, refurreition, and afccnfion of the 
great and glorious antitype, when, having made peace 
through the blood of His crofs. Col. i. 20, He entered in once, 
into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption 
for «r..Heb. ix. 12. From whence it follows, thatduring 
Christ’s miniftry on earth, no part of the law of 
Moses could, confillently with the charadier which 
OUR Lord fuftained, be altered in afingleyat or tittle-- 
for He came not to deflroy the law, but to fulfil //—this 
could not be, if he revoked or altered, but more efpecially 
if he oppofed, any part of it. 

VoL. I. c c 
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** told. If. xl. 3. Mai. iii. 1.— -ye were under 
** the teachings of the kgal and fro^betkal 
** difpenfation j but fince yohnB coming, thatr 
** gojpel, which was prefigured by the cere* 
** monial and typical rites of the M^ak 
** difpenfation, and foretold for ages together 
“ by the prophets, is now openly declared. 
“ This is not confined, as the others were,’ 
“ to the yews only j but multitudes of per- 
** fons, of what nation or character foever, 
even publicai?S' and finners of the Gentiles, 
fenfible of theifi fin and mifery, fhall be 
“ invited to partake of its bleflings, and will 
** eagerly for an intereft in them, though 
4 ‘ they be no obfervers of the rittte and cere- 
monies of the law. 

** And yet the law is not hereby made 
“ void ; — the prophecies, types, and fhadows 
of the Old Teftament, are fully accom- 
** plifhed j the moral law is honoured and 
** confirmed, its precepts explained, and all 
“ its commandments eftablimed as a law of 
** My kingdom, as an eternal and unchange- 
able rule of life to all My fubjetfls. There- 
** 'fore think not that I came to defr<^ the law 
“ {vLOLTaKv(sa.i, Matt. v. ij.) Xo dijfdve it, or 
loofen men from any of its obligations in 
' point of obedience — Jt is eajier for heaven 
“ and earth to pafs, than one tittle of the. law 
to fail — therefore, however you may have 
** been taught to make it void by^f ottr tradi- 
** tions, and efpecially with regard to your 
** treatment of your wwes, by which you 
** are daily violating the law (f marriage, in 
‘ the 
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the unjuft and Tcandalous divorcements, 
** which your rabbles have taught you to 
Nf* abule to’ the purpofes of Hcentioufnefs and 
cfuefty, yet the law of God changeth not, 
it is the fame now a^ in the days of Adami 
“ and therefore — whoever away his wife 

,** unjuftly, breaks the law which commands 
** him to cleave to her, and puts afunderwhat 
“* God hath joined together— znd if this be 
** done in order to marry op^e you like better ^ 
and under fuch circun^ltances of provoca- 
tion, as force the wne you put away to 
marry another man t flie certainly fins againft 
** the feventh Qommandment, as does the 
** man who takes her; but yet the guilt ^ 
** adultery is not confined to them, but lights 
** upon you alfo, who, by your unlawful 
** treatment of your wife, in putting her away 
unjuftly, caufed her to commit it (fee 
Matt. v. 32.) You are therefore anfwerable 
** before God. as 2i‘s\ adulterer \ for there is 
no difference, in the eye of His law, be- 
tween the perpetrator of a crime, and the 
** injiigaior znd promoter of it.” 

In the above paraphrafe on the context, I 
have endeavoured to take in the whole fenfe of 
the paflage, as agreeable to, and reconcileable 
with, the law of the Old Teftament; for it 
was certainly by this, that our Lord regu- 
lated all His thoughts, words, and aBions, on 
every fubjed, and upon f-uery ’ OGcafion, ^ 
well as in , the inftance of what He laid,, 
Luke xvi. 18. 


C c 2 
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Had Christ been to have introduced a 
new law, it muft have appeared fomewhere 
in His * commijjton: we have feverahtranfcripty 
of this, relative to all His offices, but not a 
Cngle claufe is there in any of them to -j- that 
purpofe. 

His commiffion as 2ipriejl appears in feveral 

parts ’ 


* In Deut. xviih iS, ig* it is faid— /«;/// raifethemup 
a Vkovhzt from anT^ig^hetr brethren^ Hke unto thee^ and 
I will put MY WORDS % His mouthy and He Jhall /peak 
unto them all that I »HALL COMMAND Him. And* 
it Jhall come to pafs^ that whofoever will not hearken unto my 
WORDS, which He Jhall /peak in my name, I will require 
it of him. And, ver. 15, The IjOK'D thy God will raife 
Ip unto thee Prophet the midji of thee^ of thy brethren^ 
like unto me ; unto Him ye Jhall hearken. This general 
account of Christ’s miflion as a Prophet,, feems to mili^ 
tate againft every idea of His fetting up a new law of His 
own. Had He done this. He had not been like Mofes^ 
who received the law from God, and delivered it to the 
people, but like Mahomety who invented a new law of 
His owny in oppofition to the law of God, and impofed 
it upon his followers as containing the only true religion 
and worfliip : whereas the llejfed Jesus gave this teft of 
His milTion, John iii. 34. He whom God hath fenty 
fpeakcth the words of GoD—tor the truth of this. His con- 
Itant appeal was to the writings of the Old Teftament. 

I would recommend the confideration of what is here 
fald, to thole, who talk of 7 i,law of the go fpely movt pure 
and perfect than the law of JHoJes. So fpake Socinusy 
:?nd, after him, too many in this our day^^l have beard 
this, from more than one pulpit, 

t If our bleffed Saviour came to overturn the law of 
Moses, it is a little extraordinary that he fhould give 
fo ftri6l a charge to the multitude Sy and to his difcipleSy to 
hear and pra£tife it — (Matt, xxiii. i, 2, 3.) faying^ 
the Scribes and the Pharifees (who were the ordinary 
teachers among the Jews) fit in Moses’ feat : all there-- 
fore WHATSOEVER they hid you to obferviy (that is, all 
that is agreeable to the law of Moses) ohferve and do, 

* Our 
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parts of the Old Teftament, and is thus fliort- 
ly fummed up, Dan. ix. 24. — To jinijh the 
'^ranfgrejjioh — to make an efid of fins — to make 
reconciliation for iniquity and (thus) to bring in 
everlafing right eoi^hej's . — As a prophet, fays 
he, by If. Ixi. i. &c. The Spirit of the Lord 
God is upon Me, becaufe the Lo r d hath anointed 
me to preach good tidings unto the meek : He hath 
f?nt Me to bind up the broken-hearted, to pro- 
claim liberty to the captiveSjjmd the opening of 
the prifon to them that arf bound: to proclaim 
'the acceptable year of the Lord, and the day 
of vengeance of our God; to comfort all that 
mourn : to appoint unto them that mourn in Zi- 
on, to give unto them beauty for afes, tlbe 
e>il f py for mourning, the garment of praife for 
the fpirit of heavinefs, that they might be called 
trees of right eoufnefs , the planting of the Lord, 
that He might be glorified. There is nothing 
about ‘i^new lawyci this part of ouR Saviour’s 
commiflion. 

As to His kingly office, on which He entered 
after His refurredion from the dead, when 
He had a name given Him above every ncmCr 
that at the name ^Jesus every knee Jhould bow, 
of things in heaven, and things on earth, and 
things under the earth, and that every tongng 
fidould confefs that Jesus Christ is Lord, to 
the glory of God the Father — His kingdom 
was to be adminiftered not by any new law, 
but by that which was from the beginning, 

Our Lord does not make the leaft exception, nor hint 
at the fmalleft innovation, but oo'et — omnia quacun- 

que—all things whatfoevet — therefore, doubtjefs, relative 
to marriage, as well as to cvfery thing elfc. 

Cc,3 
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once written -on fables of Jlone, but now to be 
written on the flejhly tables of the hearty 2 Cor. 
iii. 3. For thus faith the Lord— -Ti&w is the, 
covenant that f •will make with the boufe of 
Israel; after thofe days 1 will put my law 
in their inward parts, and write it in their 
hearts, and will be their God, and they Jhall be 
my people. Jer. xxxi. 33. Comp.Heb.viii. 10.' 

If Christ then gave a new law, or rule, of 
life. He exceeded His commiflion, and wc 
inuft call in quetH<;n His veracriy, as well as 
His fincerity, in yiat declaration of His,, 
Matt. V. 17, 18, 19. likewife as to what he 
fays, John xii. 49, 50. I have not fpoken of 
MYSELF, but the Father which fent me He 
GAVE ME A COMMANDMENT, what I jhould 
fay *, and what I fhould fpeak—^and I know that 
HiscommandmentiV life ever lafing-, (Comp . 
Rom. X. 5. Gal. iii. 12.) whatfoever I fpeak 
therefore, even as the Father faid unto Me fo I 
fpeak. See Deut. xviii. 18, 19. In exadt 
conformity with all this, it is faid, Heb. i. i. 
God, who at fundry times, and in divers man'- 
ners, Jpake in time paf unto the fathers by the 

* If the Father gave Christ a commandment to de- 
clare that to be a mortal Jin againft the feventh command- 
ment, which was uniformly allowed as innocent under 
the Old Teftament, this muft infer either a change in the 
divine mind and will, or an ah folate contradiction: this laft 
is ufually got rid of, as the Mahometan doctors get rid of 
the contradiiSfions in the Koran — by theirdoflrine of abro- 
gation : — for they pretend that “ God commanded feve- 

jal things in the Koran, which, for good reafons, 

“ were afterwards revoked and abrogated" T^hgs do 
fome of our Chrijiian Do<Slors treat the Old Teftameht, 
in order to eftabfifh certain doftrines which they fuppofe 
to be taught in the New Teftamentrefpeiling marriage. 

Prophets, 
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FropbetSt bath in tbefe lafi days J^okm unto 
us by Bis Son. Thefe words arc exprefsly 
and particularly addreffed to the Hebrews i and 
the whole fubfequent epijlle proves the uni- 
formity and unchangeablcnefs of the Divine 
will, and that the Chrijiian difpeniation de- 
clared none other things than Mofes and the 
Prophets did fay Jhould come to pafs. Comp. 
Aifls XX vi. 22. 

But to return once moretd our Saviour’s 
difcourfe witli the Pharifif^—O^vi it be ima- 
gined that Christ, iJ remarkable for his 
precifion, fo thoroughly accurate in all He 
faid on every other point, fhould ufe fo little 
in this, as not* to make Himfelf underftood 
by His hearers ? Nay — that He ihould obferve 
fo little precifion, as not to defcribe an offence, 
which we are to fuppofe Him to condemn ? 
The moft flagrant inftances, the moft obvious 
and palpable definitions of polygamy cannot 
be underftood from what He fays. — He that 
putteth away his wife, * by bill of divorcement, 
and marrieth another— does not defcribe a 
mans taking two wives together, and cohabit- 
ing with both', nor — a man’s having a wife, 
and taking another to her, and cohabiting with 
both. Such was the Old Teftament polygamy, 
not the putting away one in order to take arfb- 

* This is the fenfcof the word Matt. xix. 

7» 8, 9 ; and it is to be remarked, that this inpredient of 
putting aw^, enters into the definition, and therefore into 
the \tTy ejjence <)f the offence which Christ condemns ; 
but it is very certain that it is not of the eflence of 
polygamy, nor does it enter into the definition of it. 

C c 4 ther.— 
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tber.'—‘\ do not recolledl a Angle inftance in 
which this was ever done during the whole 
adtniniftration of Mofes, the yudges-t or Kings, 
any more than a Angle inftance vihtvt polygamy 
was forbidden However the law of Mofes 
forbad what our Saviour mentions, juft as 
much as His words do. If a man once took 
a woman, he never (except for adultery), 
could put her away all his days j and though 
Mofes fuftered, in order to avoid worfe con- 
fequences, divorefpicx other caufes beAde adul- 
tery, by not brin^n^he offenders to condign 
punifhment in every inftance, yet there never 
was an inftance when the law of Gon did not 
condemn them. As for polygamy, yofephus fays,, 
and the Bible proves what he fays to be true, 
that — ■“ It was the cuftom of the fews to live 
“ with a plurality of wives; he calls it 
rxrpiov — thecuftom of their country, deriv-r 
ed from their fathers .” — The fame hifto- 
rian, writing the account of God’s giving 
the deceafed Saul’s wives to David, obferves, 
that, God gave David many wives, which 
“ he might jufly and lawfully have.” The 
PeJiSla, on Lev. xviij. calls it> ** notijimum" 
~a thing moft notori ous, that He who faid 
it was forbidden to have more wives than 
** <one, was entirely ignorant of the law.” See 
Grot, de Jure, lib. ii. c. 5. § 9. in the note k. 

Is it then, without the higheft abfurdity^ 
to be imagined, that Christ ftaquld mention 

t Unlefs vffi underftand Lev. xx i. i v, 14. to forbid 
it in the cafe of the h: gh-prteji, as the jews commonly 
^nderftood it. 

sn^ 
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and condemn polygamy in the prefence of fuch 
multitudes of and in a fettled dilpute 
with His •bittereft. foes, the PharifeeSf who 
only difputed with Him to enfnare Him, and- 
to have whereof toacccufe Him to the people 
as an enemy to Mofes (for this was their grand 
point in their appeal to Mqfes’s writings) and 
yet that we fliould not meet with a pliable 
of * reply to what He advanced, when they 
might have quoted the wj^le Old Teftament 
againft Him ? that HeACwld declare a thing 
to be adultery^ jvithqlut I Angle teftimony 
from Mofes to fupport Him in what he faid? 
and this, when He never on any other occa- 
fion taught any dodirine but on the authority 
of the Old Teftament, and conftantly appeal- 
ed to it for the truth of what He declared? 

* Dr. Whiihy^ in his comment on Matt. xix. 9. fays. 
Here it feems evident that CrtRiST preferibes 
law^ which had not before obtained among they^f.’* 
Xhis is the •yrpeojoy the grand miftake^ which 

runs through his whole comment on the paflage, as well 
as through the ufual and vulgar interpretation of it — But 
can any thing be more contradi<Sory to every notion of 
propriety^ than to fuppofe Christ preferibing a new 
“ which had never obtained among the Jews^' in 

order to reftrain a pra£lice which He proves to be for-, 
bidden by their own law, that of unjuft divorce ; and to 
prohibit as adultery^ in contradiftion to the law 
oiMofes^ which allowe d it \mox^ efpecially after declafmg 
folemnly, that He came not to dejiroy the law — and that 
not even a jot or tittle Jhould pafs from it? To imagine* 
Christ as correcting the Jews by a law which had 
never obtained among them,” is an .abfurdity of the 
firft magnitude j For ivhat the law faiths it faith to them that 
are under the law, Rom. iii. 19 ; tbofe who are not under the 
jaw (be that lavf what it may) have nothing to do with it. 

Lallly, 
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Laftly. Is it conceivable, as Christ jnuft be 
fuppofed to fpeak in Hebrew, that He fliould 
give a meaning to the language of the Old 
Teftament, which, in all the writings of 
Mofes and all the prophets, it never had ? 
Now, wherever the verb (soixeionxt is ufed in 
the Greek tranflation of the LXX, it coriftant^ 
ly anfwers to the Hebrew j and therefore 
there is no room to doubt, that wherever^ 
in our Saviour’^ difcourles, as recorded by 
the Hvangelijls, we>3jjget with the word 

was the very ifebi^ew term ufed by him : 
but no where, throughout the whole Hebrew 
Bible, is this word applied to a man’s mar- 
rying a fecond wife, living bis firf, unlefs fuch 
fecond was either betrothed or married to an- 
other, or to any thing elfe, than only to the 
defilement of a betrothed or married * woman. 
This is its fingle idea throughout the whole. 
Therefore it is figuratively ufed to deferibe 
the people’s forfaking God, and turning to 
idols. See before, p. 

Christ faid to the fews, John v. 46, 47. 
Had ye believed Mofes, ye would have believed 
Me ; Jbut if ye believe not his writings, how Jhall 
ye believfMy words f It is noteafy to conceive 
words more forcible than thefe, to exprefs an 
absolute and unreferved appeal to the Old 
Teftament for the truth of all Christ faid 

• Let any one take up zxi Englifl) coixoiistsitot, and 
look at tlie word adultery, and he will not be able to 
find a fingle inftance where it is applied to polygamy in 
any part of the Old Teftament, nor in any other manner 
than the Hebrew 

and 
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and taught in \ih prophetical charader. la 
this charaifter He uood before the ^reat mul- 
titudes of, the people and the Phartfeesp while 
he was delivering, on the authority of the 
fcriptures, the fenfe of thofe fcriptures 
upon the matter of unjujl divorce, and prov- 
ing the criminal confequences of it to all 
parties concerned. He fo proved His point, 
,that His adverfaries had not a word to re- 
ply. He filenced them a^ He did the devil. 
Matt, iv. *10, II. bv^^JBe word of Gon. 
But had He faid polw^f^ was fnful, from 
which of Mofes’s writings would He have 
proved * this ? The Pharifees might have re- 
torted upon Him His own declaration and 
appeal to the writings of Mofes they might 
have faid — “ Thou haft faid, that if we be- 
** lieved the writings of Mofes, we Jhould believe 
Thy words — Thou haft faid, that if a man 
having a wife, marrietb another, '' (for thus 
they might have put it, had they underftood 

♦ Voltaire, in whofe writings on the fcripture are t 9 ‘ 
be found here and there a fenfible thing, among heaps of 
folly and nonfenfe; has an obfervation which is worth 
attending to, viz. “ We are told in St. Matthew, that 
“ the great men, and the priejis, and all%e eovncil, fought 
“ falfe witnefs againjl ferns, to put Him to death. 

“ Now if they were obliged tofeek for falfe witnefles, 

“ they could not charge Him with having preached 
“ openly againft their law.” Treat, on Tol.. Franklin's 
tranf. p. 192. vol. xxxiv. But if Christ bad preached 
againft polygamy, as adultery. He would as evidently have" 
preached againft the law of Mofes, as if he had preached 
againft marriage itfelf, or as a mifftonary would preach 
againft the law of Turkey, who mould contend for the 
eftablifliment of i Jac. c. ii. at ConJlantinople—znA this, 
on the authority of the Jlcoran’s having prohibited 
polygamy. 

Him 
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Him to have condemned ** he cm- 

“ mittetb adultery i but where doft Thou 
** find this in Mofes's writings ? they are 
** filled with the allowance of what Thou 
“ condemnejlt without a fingle exception : 
** therefore, becaufe we believe Mofes's writ- 
** ings, we do not believe Thee," 

From all that has been faid, I do conclude, 
that Christ was not a deftroyer of the old 
lawt nor a giver a new one — that therefore 
the bufinefs oi and all other points 

relative to the cmmmce of the fexes, were 
fully adjufted and fettled by the divine law, 
fubjeCl to no alteration or change whatfoever, 
by* any power in earth or heaven. For 
thus faith the Spirit — Ecclef.iii. 14, What- 
foever God doethf it Jkall be for ever, nothing 
can be put to it, nor any thing taken from it. 

Having now finiflied what I had to fay on 
the fubjcd: of- this chapter, I lhall next pro- 
ceed, on the footing of the. divine law, to con- 
fider another material point relative to the 
commerce of the fexes, which is Divorce. 

* ZtiiNOLius, in his letter on the fubjeft of King 
Henry’s divorce, fays very truly — that “ the apofllas 
had made no new laws about marriage, but had left 
it as they found it.” See Burnet, Hiji .- Ref , 
vol.H. p. 93. 
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APPENDIX TO CHAP. I. 


Containing farther Thoughts on 
Exod. xxii. 1 6, 17. 


T his fcripture is ufiially underftood 
very evidently to that he 

who enticed t &c. a young ^oman, fhould be 
obliged to marry *her. To underftand it in 
any other light, is to diveft the moft intelli- 
gible and plain words of their certain and 
obvious meaning. But it is to be ob/erved, 
that the damfel mull be entirely difengaged 
from any betrothment to another man ; for if 
Ihe were betrothed to another, then the man 
who defiled her could nc^t marry her, but 
both he and Ihe, if Ihe confented to the de- 
filement, were to be put tb death, according 
to Deut. xxii. 23, 24; otherwife it is here 
faid, ver. xb. he Jhall ftirely endow her to be his 
wife, or for a wife to himfelf, as — 1*?— 
may be more literally rendered. So "Jofephus 
— O TCCpSevovtScc. dvToe ydiisha . — “ He 

who defiles a virgin, the fame lhall myry 
“ her.” That is, lhall pay the dowry, and fo 
recognize and confirm the marriage- obligation,' 

• I would here be underftood to take the word marry 
in its popular fenfe, as denoting fome outward a£t of 
public recognition of the marriage-obligation, fuch as the 
payment of the dower among the Jews. 

which 
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which had been created by his antecedently 
taking polTeffion of her perfon. 

From the lyth verfe it is ufijaUy under- 
ftood, that, if the father refufed to give her to 
hinii the man was to pay a fatisfadlion in 
money for the injury and difgrace he had 
done her : and though the law, ver. 1 6. ap- 
pointed the marriage, both as a punifhment 
to him that bad done the wrong, and a re- 
compcnce to hgr Jha^ had foifered' the wrong : 
yet that there wsi^ an exprefs refervation of 
the father’s power (ver. 17.) if he refufed his 
confent, it muft be no marriage j only the 
money to be paid as th? a fa- 

tisfadtion for her reproach, as fojephus Ipeaks. 

The fewijh dodtors were very lax in their 
interpretation of this palTage of fcripture,who 
would not have it to be a command (ver. 16.) 
that he fhould marry her (though that was 
beft) but only that he Ihould make fatisfac- 
tion for taking away her virginity j which 
was by piling fo much in the nature of dow- 
ry as would render her fit to be his wife 
if both of them coukJ agree. 

This interpretation of the 16th verfe, is 
one of thofe arbitrary expofitions of the ‘Tal- 
mudiftsi which by robbing the text of its plain 
meaning, leave us to the uncertainty of hu- 
man imagination, which being various in va- 
rious men, muft render the feriptures totally 
uncertain as to any determinate meaning 
whatfoever. 

The 17 th verfe fays nothing of the nii^r- 
riage, whether it fhall ox fhall not be bindings 
9 on 
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on the father 5 refufal j but only—** the 
** father utterly r^fe to ghe her unto bintt hi 
** Jhall fay money according to the dowry of vir- 
** gins?' Here I take the words according to 
our tranflation — ** If" 6 cc. and fuppofing it 
(for argument’s fake) to include a relervation 
of the father’s authority, fo that he might, 
even where matters had gone fo far as dcs 
4 crib€d ver. i6. invalidate the contraft, by 
witholding ^his co^nt~^whicb^^ugb in- 
fifted on by* the 7 a//nu^:^s,JiS'Tiatvly recon- 
cileable with the perempxory and pofitive 
command, ver. i6.— yet this does not affeft 
the principal point which I contend for, and 
which is contamed in ver. 1 6 j namely, that 
it is the taking pojj'ejjiott of the woman’s fer-~ 
fon which creates the contrast, or marriage- 
obligation. Therefore, no man, agreeably to 
the divine law, can entice a virgin, defile her, 
and then forfake her at his own will and plea- 
fure, as is done every day among us in this 
Chrifiian land, where the law of God is fup- 
pofed- to be the rule of right and wrong,' but 
is, in truth and in faft, put entirely out of 
the queftion. 

I thought fit to lay thefe feveral eypofitions 
of this feripture before the reader, that he’ 
might the better judge how far I may be 
right in my views of it, which are before fub- 
mitted to his confideration, p. 25—28; 
and, at the fame time, form his own judg- 
ment of the matter, from that which appears 
to him to be mofi: agreeable to the context, 

wesll as to the reft of the feripture. 
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The apojlk tells us, Rom. iii. 19. What^ 
fo 0 er things the law faith t it faith to them that 
are under the lawy therefore no Jewy who by 
pt^cumcifon was a debtor to do the whole law 
(Gal. V. 3.) could be exempt from any part 
of it. For a like reafon, tne believing Gen- 
tilesy who are compared to the olive-tree wild 
hy naturcy but grafted into the good olive-tree 
(fee Rom. xi. 24.) and become members of 
God’s church hyjhe circumci/ion made without 
bands (Coll certainly Under the law 

as a rule of life, und therefore fubjedt to its 
moral precepts in every inftance. From hence 
it ought to be concluded, that Chrijiians are 
as much bound by Exod. xxii'. 16. and Deut. 
xxii. 28, 29* as the Jews are. No reafon 
can be given to the contrary, which will not 
equally apply to their exemption from the ten 
commandments j for thefe were at firft delivered, 
and immediately and particularly addrefled to 
the Jewsy as appears from the fliort preface, 
Exod. XX. I, 2. But can there be found a 
man, mad enough to fuppofe, that becaufe 
they were emphatically addrefled to the peo- 
ple 'which God brought out of the land of 
Egypt y. out of the houfe of bondagCy no others 
have any thing to do with them 
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APPENDIX TO CHAP. 11. 

T he celebrated Martinus Bucerus, ond 
of our excellent and learned Reformers, 
in enarrationibus ad cap. 19. Libri Judicum, 
has left us the following obfervation con- 
cerning concubinage ; which feems to throw 
niuch light on the fubjedl. 

** Concubina erant legit m<f etiam uxOres : 
fed hoc %*matronis dilFsreh^wt^^^od line 
“ dote & fine folenni fanftificatione recipie- 
bantur : & erant fere ex ancillis, & lervilis 
conditionis : & non erant adjutoria illius 
praeftantioris ^radus, ut omni rerum com- 
munione gauderent led humiliore gradu, 
** & quae haberentur humiliore loco, quod 
** ad adminiftrationem domus attinet, & ad 
** filiorum fucceflionem. — Legitimum verb 
genus concubinarum ell, quum habentur 
“ conjundlae copula matrimoniali, ne abjici 
" temere po flint : tametfi non habeant com- 
munionem plenam omnium rerum cum 
■ * marito, ut matres-familias ; nec convene- 
** runt paiflis dotalibus, unde & nati ex iWis 
“ non habent fucceflionem in haereditate pa- 
“ terna cum natis ex tnatre-familias : ficut 
** Abraham ex concubinis veris uxoribus, fed 
“ non matribus-familias, dona quaedam de- 
** putavit, portionem haereditatis nullam ad- 
** dixit.— Ex legitimo genere concubinarum fu- 
** erunt concubinae fandlorum patrum. Et 
** quia Do MINUS dignitates & patrlmonia, 

** quae fuis contulit, confervari vult, optan- 
** dum omnino ut hoc genus uxorum, uti 
Yol. I. Pd apud 
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apud faniftiffimos olim Patres obfervaturp 
“ eftj xurfus apud Chriftianos, & maxime ii^ 
praeftantihus familiis obfervarerar, &c.” 

** Concubines were alfo lawful wives j but 
** in this they differed from the matrons ^ that 
they were received without dowry and a 
** folemn fanftification. They were.ufuahy 
from maid-iervants, and of a fervile con- 
** dition ; and they were not help-mates of 
** that fftmerioR degree, as to enioy acommu- 
** nion of**Chiifgsf in every refpedl, but in a 
** lower degree, and were reckoned in a lower > 
“ fphere, as to the adminiftration of the 
** houfe, and the fucceffion of their fons. — 
** They are a lawful kind of concubines, who 
** are joined to their hulbands by a matrimo- 
** nial tie, fo that they cannot radily be put 
** away; although they- may not have a full 
“ communion of all things with their huf- 
** bands, as mijirejjes of the family, nor did 
f* they agree [or come together] by dowry- 
** contraBs; wherefore the fons born of them 
have not a fucceflion in the heritage of the 
** father, with the fons of the mifrefs of the 
** %oufe. Thus Abraham gave gifts to the 
** fons born of his concubines, who were true 
** wives, but gave them no portion of the 
inheritance.— The concubines of the holy 
“ fathers were of the lawful kind. And be- 
** caufe the Lord wills, that the dignities 
** and patrimonies which He has conferred 
on His people, fhould be prelcrved, it 
** is altogether to be wifhed, that this kind 
of wives, as obferved among the hely 
patriarchs, might be again ol^rved among 

ChriJHansx 
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•Chrijitans, and efpecially in gr«at and il- 
luftrious families, 6cc.’* 

There is much good ien& in what B^cer 
fays, not only as tending to give a fcriptural 
and proper idea of conci^lmaget but alfo as 
pointing out a convenient meiHum between, 
men of family and fortune being obliged to 
match with inferior women whom they may 
happen to take> fo as to put them upon a 
footing with themfelves and inmilie^nwi the 
liberty of aljandoning them 
and ruin. 

This hint of Bucers^ with refpc<Sk to 
Chrifians, feems to have been taken in fome 
parts of Germai^ ; where we are told of wives 
of a fort of fecond degree, which they call left- 
handed wives thefe are indeed taken with 
more ceremony, but, in other refpedts, differ 
little in their fituatipn from the antient con- 
cubines. See Qhambers, Tit. HAND'^-and 
Marriage. 

Dr. Alexander, Hijl. Worn. vol. ii. p. ady, 
writes thus concerning this cuftom in Prtifia 
— Though their code of laws feems ing^nc- 
ral to be as reafonable, and as confiflbnt 
“ with found policy as any in Europe, yet 
we ftill find in it an allowance given for 
a fpecies of that concubinage which has lon^ 
fince been expelled from almofl all the 
** wefern world. A man may there marry 
“ what is called a left-handed wife, to whoik - 
he is married for life, and by the common 
** ceremony — Ihe only difference is, the 
** bridegroom gives her his left hand inflead 
of his right— but with this exprefs agree- 

** n'cnt,, 
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" ment, that neither fhe nor her children 
“ fliall live in the houfe of her hulband, nor 
“ fliall take his name, nor bear his arms, 
nor claim any dower or donation iifually 
claimed by every other wife, nor difpofe of 
“ any part of his property, exert any autho- 
** rity over his fervants, nor fucceed to his 
“ e dales or his titles ; but lhall be con- 
“ tented with what was agreed on for their 
fubf/]:ence during his life, and with what 
he mail g'^e them at his^death. This 
privilege, however, is always in the powep 
“ of the king to deny, and is feldom granted 
to any but fuch of the nobility as arc left 
** with large families, and, from the fmallnefs 
of their fortunes, cannot afibrd to marry 
another legal wif.:, and rear up another 
“ family of the fame rank with them- 
felves.” 

There are certainly in the abo\e very llrong 
traces of the antient concnhi}iirgc, which was 
allowed and pradtifed under the divine la-iv. 
If fuch a cuftom as this prevailed among us, 
and was inforced on men of i-ank ^nA faJhion, 
who are now turned loofe on tlic lo%i)ir order 
of females, and debauch them -AX frec cojl, with- 
out being under the leaft refpondbility to- 
■•/ards them — it would not only prove a hap- 
py check to the mod mifehievous licentiouf- 
nefs in many inftances, but be alfo a means 
of preventing the utter ruin of thoufands, wlro, 
under the prefent JyJlem of things, are feduced, 
abandoned, and deftroyed, r^ithout any re- 
medy whatfoever, dr almoft any poflibility of 
efeape. 

yvo OF THE FIRST VOLUME. 





